Limbaugh Defended 

In his review of Rush Limbaugh's book The Way Things Ought to Be (THE NEW 
AMERICAN, May 3rd), Fr. James Thornton tries to portray Limbaugh as a shallow, 
unsophisticated clown. While it is true that Limbaugh effectively uses humor, his plainspoken, 
erudite analysis of foreign, domestic, and social issues is usually accurate. 

Thornton criticizes Limbaugh's faith in the Republican Party by suggesting that "12 years 
of Republican rule" have been of little significance. The Republicans did not "rule" during those 
years -- this country is, after all, a constitutional republic and not a monarchy. The Democrats 
controlled the House of Representatives during the entire period and the Senate for six of those 
12 years. 

In spite of this handicap, the Republicans were able to make a stupendous impact. Under 
President Reagan's leadership, the Republicans ushered in the "Seven Fat Years" of the 1980s as 
the Caster era of malaise, stagflation, and the Misery Index faded into history. The Federal 
Judiciary and the Supreme Court also shifted significantly to the starboard. When Carter left 
office, the Soviets were on the move in Africa, the Caribbean, and Afghanistan. Today, only a 
few remnants of the Evil Empire remain. 

Reagan and Bush also brought renewed strength and respect to our military. They 
restored weapons systems such as the B-l, which the Carterites had canceled, and added new 
ones. They began to create a defense against intercontinental ballistic missiles. Our revitalized 
armed forces also kicked ruthless and sadistic tyrants out of Grenada, Panama, and Kuwait and 
brought Muammar Qaddafi down a peg. 

While the Republicans held the White House, they certainly strayed off the conservative 
path on many occasions, particularly during Bush's watch. But considering their positive 
accomplishments, Limbaugh is justified in speaking well of the Republicans. 

LARRY ORR 
La Habra, California 


Crucial Message 

My profoundest compliments to Neland D. Nobel for his article, "Privatizing 
Entitlements," in the April 19th issue. I have been writing about Social Security for 20 years, and 
have found the reaction of the elderly to these facts to be an emotional one. 

Warren Shore, former consumer affairs editor of Chicago Today, brought out the fact in 
his excellent book, Social Security: The Fraud in Your Future, that under 500 different sets of 
circumstances a person having paid into the system would receive no benefits ever! The rest of 
the elderly don't care, as long as they "get theirs." 

Further, the U.S. Supreme Court has declared that despite the nomenclature of the 
enabling act, this "entitlement" is not insurance under any legal form. 

One should look with suspicion upon any plan that has to be made compulsory. If it can't 
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stand up to competition in the marketplace, it was wrong to begin with. No amount of patching 
and band-aids is ever going to fix it. The elderly simply do not want to hear this; the message 
must be taken to the young people who will be the final victims of this Ponzi scam. 
ANGELA BRYCE 
Kingman, Arizona 


Misguided Billionaire 

The article "Perot and the Constitution,” in the March 22nd issue, is an extremely vital 
admonition to the citizens of the United States of America to defend and uphold the supreme law 
of the land. I'm not sure if Perot is a good or bad billionaire, but as a proponent of a 
constitutional convention he is at the very least a misguided billionaire. 

Mr. McManus most significantly points out that a con-con, once called, can mean the end 
to our Constitution as it now stands, the most enlightened document of its kind in all human 
history. The only difficulty is that it has also become the most abused and disobeyed of such 
documents. 

Which suggests the momentous question: Why would anyone suppose that the Congress 
would obey a balanced budget amendment any more than it obeys constitutional mandates "to 
coin money, regulate the value thereof, .... to declare war," and "to regulate commerce with 
foreign nations"? Congress as a whole has stubbornly resisted its long-established responsibility 
to balance the budget, and shows every sign of continuing so to do. Let's not scrap the 
Constitution in the vain hope of some magical reform. Let Congress obey the Constitution as it 
now exists. And let Mr. Perot and all the Americans he has apparently intrigued use their 
considerable power to persuade Congress to adhere to the oath each member has taken. 

DANIEL A. GARAMONI 
Libertyville, Illinois 


FRONT PAGE The 
Aftermath in LA 


William Norman Grigg 


An internal police affair has launched a call for a national police force 


It could be said that the federal "civil rights" trial of the LAPD officers involved in the 
Rodney King incident was a political melodrama brought back by the worst kind of popular 
demand. This time the spectators helped to write the ending. The guilty verdicts against Officers 
Stacy Koon and Laurence Powell, which were greeted as a victory by "civil rights" leaders and 
other opportunists, were purchased at a heavy cost to constitutional government. As a result of 
the trial and the machinations that surround it, honorable police personnel are less capable of 
defending the lives and property of law-abiding citizens -- and America has been brought 
perceptibly closer to the creation of a national police force. 

A year ago, three of the four officers -- Sergeant Koon, Timothy Wind, and Theodore 
Briseno -- were acquitted of criminal charges in the March 3, 1991 arrest of ex-convict Rodney 
King, who was stopped after leading officers on a high-speed chase. King resisted arrest, 
physically threatened officers on the scene, and was beaten into compliance only after electrical 
stun guns and swarming efforts by officers failed to restrain him. The acquittal was used as an 
excuse for some of the worst rioting in our nation's history. In the second "Rodney King" trial, 
the question was whether the four police officers involved in the March 3, 1991 arrest of King 
had acted with the deliberate intention of depriving King of his "civil rights." 
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Violent Expectations 

Because of the violence that erupted after last year's acquittal, some observers were 
convinced that a guilty verdict in the second trial was all but certain. Plans for a second riot were 
well underway by the time the second jury was impaneled. The September 11, 1992 Los Angeles 
Times documented the activities of the LA branch of the Revolutionary Communist Party, a 
Maoist group that was busily recruiting "frontline revolutionary fighters" to continue last spring's 
"rebellion" if a guilty verdict was not produced in the second trial. 

The jury worked in an atmosphere freighted with violent expectations, and their labors 
suggested the work of closed minds. Instead of exploring new evidence or wrestling with the 
intricacies of expert testimony, the jury apparently focused on the infamous George Holliday 
videotape of the King arrest -a video that had been broadcast no fewer than 10,000 times on 
American television. Subsequent to the trial one juror told Newsweek, "I think the tape basically 
speaks for itself; I would have to say that is what basically convicted them." 

That a guilty verdict was all but inevitable seems demonstrable by how the jury was able 
to overlook the plentiful weaknesses of the prosecution's case. Amy Stevens of the Wall Street 
Journal points out that the prosecution called several eyewitnesses whose accounts of the King 
arrest did not agree with the supposedly authoritative video. Rodney King himself testified in the 
second trial. His account contained a significant self-contradiction: He originally recalled that the 
officers had hurled racial epithets at him, but retracted this recollection under cross-examination. 

Since the night of his arrest, King had already eluded imprisonment for parole violations, 
a drunk-driving charge, spouse-abuse charges, an arrest for soliciting a male transvestite 
prostitute, and a charge of assault with a deadly weapon for attempting to run over vice squad 
officers with his car. That the prosecution felt his testimony could be anything but destructive to 
their case is amazing. 

The prosecution's expert witness concerning the use of force in the arrest was countered 
by an equally qualified expert witness summoned by the defense. California Highway Patrol 
officer Melanie Singer, whose testimony on behalf of the prosecution in the first trial proved to 
be a boon to the defense, also offered testimony in the second trial. As before, Singer declared 
that she considered the means used to subdue King to be excessive, but her second testimony 
was embellished with tears, a most convincing addition. As we will see, those tears were not 
necessarily a reflection upon Singer's self-control, but may have been a result of methods used 
by federal investigators. 

Self-Incrimination 

There were also some significant procedural anomalies in the civil rights trial. The 
prosecution was allowed to use a videotape of testimony offered by Officer Briseno in the first 
trial over the objections of the defense. This provoked a question of self-incrimination. 

Mike Stone, the defense attorney for Officer Powell, observes that all of the defendants 
were required, under penalty of dismissal or other discipline, to offer potentially 
self-incriminating testimony to the LAPD Internal Affairs (IA) officials who initially 
investigated the Rodney King arrest; this is in keeping with traditional IA policy, which 
stipulates that officers undergoing such investigations do not enjoy all of the immunities granted 
to citizens in criminal investigations. However, when criminal charges are filed against an 
officer, IA testimony can become subject to Fifth Amendment restrictions. 

Briseno's videotaped testimony, according to Stone, included material from the 
compelled testimonies provided to the Internal Affairs investigators. When the defense raised an 
objection against the video on that basis, the matter was taken up with a panel of Justice 
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Department attorneys in Washington -- who, predictably, ruled that the testimony was 
admissible. A plausible case can be made that the federal government was caught in a conflict of 
interest in this matter. 

Another irregularity in the civil rights trial involved jury selection. In trial preparation, 
both the prosecution and the defense are granted a certain number of "peremptory challenges" to 
potential jurors: By issuing such a challenge attorneys can require the judge to dismiss a 
would-be juror for any reason, or for no reason at all. During jury selection for the civil rights 
trial, the defense issued a peremptory challenge to a potential juror from Watts who had said in a 
written questionnaire that the Simi Valley jury had made a mistake. Clearly the defense had 
reason to consider the juror to be prejudiced, but the judge, citing the black juror's ethnicity, 
refused to grant the challenge. 

Says Stone, "It was amazing. We had bounced white jurors left and right because of their 
answers, and nobody challenged us." Because of the recent Supreme Court decision in Batson vs. 
Kentucky, peremptory challenges can be disallowed if the presiding judge believes racial motives 
are at work. However, the defense in the civil rights trial was challenging potential jurors -- of all 
ethnic backgrounds -- for substantive reasons. The capricious nature of the presiding judge's 
decision is made even more obvious by the fact that the prosecution was granted a peremptory 
challenge of a white potential juror who had said that he believed the first trial to have been fair. 
Had the judge been applying principles in a disinterested fashion, it seems that both jurors would 
have been treated equally. 

When the jury was sent away to deliberate, the judge took care to minimize their 
exposure to distracting facts. The jury requested a transcript of Singer's tearful testimony, 
perhaps to examine it in a more detached fashion; the judge rejected the request. Later the jury 
asked if they could take their notes to their hotel rooms for review; this request was also denied. 
The weight of public expectations bore down heavily upon the jury, pushing them in the 
direction of what some are calling a verdict by extortion. 

Koon and Powell, two otherwise exemplary citizens who had risked their lives to protect 
the law-abiding public, now face prison terms of up to ten years and fines of up to $250,000. In 
the meantime, habitual criminal Rodney King has become legally untouchable, irrespective of 
his behavior. Koon has bitterly noted, "Rodney King stands to collect millions of dollars in 
ransom from the City of Los Angeles because he got drunk and violently resisted arrest on 
March 3, 1991." 

Furthermore, King has been beatified as a symbolic victim. Wade Henderson, head of the 
Washington office of the NAACP, eulogized King as "a black everyman whose experience with 
police came to symbolize African-American encounters with law enforcement." Of course, most 
black Americans are law-abiding citizens who have nearly nothing in common with Rodney 
King, and they know it -- whatever their soidisant "leaders" say about the subject. 

Assault on Local Authority 

Although the public is constantly told that minorities in South-Central LA are terrified of 
the local police, the heightened police presence deployed to deter a second riot was looked upon 
with gratitude. The April 19th Wall Street Journal quotes a black South-Central LA resident 
who said, "It's safe, but I don't see why we can't have this sort of presence all the time." A black 
woman added, "It [the police presence] was wonderful. For the first time I was able to just go out 
for a walk on a Saturday night and enjoy myself." 

It is that respect for local law enforcement that hampers the designs of those who desire a 
national police force that will serve the interests of the state, rather than the rights of the 
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sovereign people. Americans are incessantly instructed to believe that the true threat to freedom 
and social tranquility comes, not from rampaging criminals, but from diligent -- albeit imperfect 
-- police officers like Stacy Koon and Laurence Powell. 

Essayist Samuel Francis, writing in the May issue of Chronicles, described America's 
law enforcement predicament: 

Whenever using more force as punishment or deterrent is discussed these days, it is 

almost always in terms of how to enhance the power of the megastate itself and to 

strip average Americans of whatever means of force they have left to protect 

themselves; it never involves the removal of political and legal restraints on the 

use of force by social authorities. 

The decades-long judicial assault upon law enforcement has left local police bodies with 
little effective power. Notes Francis, "By slyly reshaping the Constitution's limitations of federal 
power into restrictions on state and local authority, the courts have managed to wreck most of 
what remains of effective local law enforcement in the country and to centralize and censor its 
commonsense procedures." 

Until relatively recently, even the most liberal jurists were reluctant to permit large-scale 
federal involvement in local law enforcement. In the majority opinion of the Screws vs. U.S. 
decision in 1945, Supreme Court Justice William O. Douglas, a reliable ally of the far left, wrote 
that "the Fourteenth Amendment did not alter the basic relations between the states and the 
national government. Our national government is one of delegated powers alone. Under our 
Federal system the administration of criminal justice rests with the states except as Congress, 
acting within the scope of those delegated powers, has created offenses against the United 
States." 

A dissent delivered in the same opinion concurs on that point: 

... to have provided for the National Government to take over the administration of 

criminal justice from the states to the extent of making every lawless act of the 

policeman on the beat or in the station house, whether by way of third degree or 

the illegal ransacking for evidence in a man's house, a federal offense, would have 

constituted a revolutionary break with the past overnight. 

Of course, the court's restraint was dictated by political expediency, not a commitment to 
principle. The "revolutionary break with the past" eventually came -- not overnight, but through 
a series of presumptuous court decisions and legislative usurpations. 

Crippling Decisions 

Beginning in the early 1960s, the Supreme Court began to assume the power to federalize 
law enforcement, using the very mechanism that was rejected in the decision cited above -- the 
"equal protection clause" of the Fourteenth Amendment. The litany of crippling decisions -- 
Mapp, Escobedo, Miranda, etc. -- through which the "civil rights" of criminals acquired 
ascendancy over the legitimate needs of local police is quite familiar. Even more harmful has 
been the court-abetted assault upon what Richard E. Morgan refers to as the "order maintenance" 
capacity of local police. Morgan, a constitutional law professor at Bowdoin College, laments: 

In recent years "civil liberties victories" in the courts have provided a powerful 

disincentive to police to patrol aggressively in our public spaces. This has 

coincided, unhappily, with the rise of a conception of police professionalism that 

views the proper objective of policing as catching criminals and places patrolmen 

in cars and in centralized tactical units to be rushed to the scene of disorders .... 

This order maintenance, or "proactive" enforcement, by local bodies is condemned as 
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tyrannical. However, when police capture criminals, their work often comes to naught because of 
technicalities, plea bargains, or other unproductive complications. Thus the task of maintaining 
order is turned over incrementally to the central government. 

Complicating matters further for local police is the expanded role of the Justice 
Department in investigating local departments. The chief impetus behind this development was 
the civil rights campaigns of the 1960s, which focused public attention upon instances of the 
abuse of power by local police departments in the South. Although some genuine abuses took 
place, the intervention of the central government effectively destroyed federalism, thus 
increasing the danger to the constitutional protections of all Americans. 

Federal Entanglement 

Amy Stevens of the Wall Street Journal has taken notice of the federal government's 
"extraordinary record" of winning in "successive prosecutions" of civil rights charges; this is 
due, in part, to the fact that "federal lawyers have the luxury of reviewing any mistakes that local 
prosecutors may have made." Federal prosecutors get the proverbial "second bite of the apple" -- 
a situation of defacto, if not de jure, double jeopardy. Not surprisingly, many policemen are 
compelled by financial necessity to settle on the government's terms, rather than face a protracted 
legal struggle. 

The convictions of Koon and Powell may inaugurate a more aggressive era in federal 
civil rights harassment of local police. Attorney Stone points out that in the LA affair -- unlike in 
some instances of genuine police corruption in the segregated South -- there was no evidence 
that state and local authorities had acted ineptly or improperly. There was no corruption, no 
collusion, no jury tampering (by the defense, in any case); no favors were exchanged and no 
comers were cut. The officers were vigorously investigated and prosecuted. The only reason that 
the federal government became involved was the fact that it did not like the verdict in the 
original trial. 

Immediately after the original acquittal of the four LA police officers, the House 
Judiciary Subcommittee conducted a hearing to investigate the riots. Among the proposals made 
in that hearing was one presented by Judge Jon Newman of the U.S. Court of Appeals for 
Connecticut. According to a Reuters wire service report, Newman noted that jury members 
"often look at police officers as their protection against crime and fear that officers sent to jail 
will be in danger from some of the same criminals they arrested." 

How can the centralizers overcome such reluctance? Newman's answer may prefigure 
future "reforms": The judge suggested that the Justice Department be given authority to sue state 
and local governments that employ officers who are charged with misconduct. Averred Newman, 
"The jury might perceive the contest as fairer if the United States is arrayed against a city, county 
or state" rather than against solitary figures in blue. 

Shortly after the second LA verdict, another centralizing "reform" was suggested in a Los 
Angeles Times op-ed column written by Jerome H. Skolnick of the University of 
California-Berkeley and James J. Fyfe of Temple University. Skolnick and Fyfe complained that 
"many cops and ordinary citizens see prosecutions of cops for brutality as attempts to punish the 
good guys for doing their jobs too well." Accordingly, they argued, "the federal government 
should consider bearing the primary responsibility for prosecution" in police-brutality cases. This 
would hasten the day when all police are under the direct authority of the central government. 

Record of Abuse 

Those unacquainted with the genuine objectives of federal authorities might find it ironic 

that many of the abuses imputed to local police are practiced by federal investigators with 
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impunity. Hank Hernandez, general counsel for the LA Police Protective League, chronicles 
some of those abuses in his column in the April issue of the Thin Blue Line newsletter. 
Hernandez writes that just after the 1992 LA riot, 

Former President George Bush unleashed a federal task force of U.S. prosecutors and 

FBI agents who swarmed all over the City to ensure the eventual political 

indictment and federal prosecution of the acquitted officers. In my view, no law 

enforcement officers have ever suffered more abuse during an investigation by an 

outside agency than some of the Los Angeles police officers who were 

interrogated by this federal task force. 

California law requires an officer, under penalty of insubordination charges, to 
"cooperate" in such a federal investigation. Officers who were pressured into helping the federal 
government convict the acquitted officers found that none of the procedural immunities enjoyed 
by hardened criminals apply to police officers in civil rights investigations. Federal investigators 
sought, and obtained, a directive from new LAPD Chief Willie Williams forbidding officers to 
tape record their interviews with federal authorities; accordingly, notes Hernandez, "the 
interrogated officers have now been deprived of any accurate record not only of their behavior 
during their interviews, but more importantly, of their abuse and unfair treatment by federal 
agents. As a result, many of our officers did not feel free to leave interviews which turned 
abusive or adversarial out of fear that their conduct would be misrepresented to the Department 
by the federal agents." 

In those inquisitorial sessions, police officers were brow-beaten, ridiculed, and threatened 
with federal prosecution if they were not "cooperative." One female officer was subjected to 
treatment by federal officers that in any other context would give rise to sexual harassment 
charges. Furthermore, Hernandez says, "Officers were repeatedly reminded that the U.S. 
Attorney's Office and the Chief's Office were in close cooperation and that anything the U.S. 
Attorney viewed as 'non-cooperation' would be referred to the Chief's Office for disciplinary 
action." 

Officers called upon to "cooperate" had another incentive: The guidelines under which 
the federal investigators work do not require them to give notice to officers who are subject to 
similar civil rights investigations. The federal investigation contributed to declining officer 
morale: According to former LAPD street officer Kevin Bearly, last year the department 
registered a record number of retirements, while graduating its smallest class in history. 

Campaign Against the LAPD 

In the early 1970s, the Los Angeles Police Department was considered the very model of 
the modern, "pro-active," cost-effective metropolitan police force. Whatever its faults (no 
organization composed of human beings is without flaws), the LAPD was looked upon with 
favor by the public and its professional peers. But the same attributes that won the LAPD the 
loyal respect of the law-abiding public earned the hostility of the left. Shortly after the election of 
LA Mayor Tom Bradley in 1973, a long-term project was launched to subvert and neutralize the 
LAPD. 

One of Bradley's first acts was to cashier the pro-law enforcement members of the Los 
Angeles Police Commission. They were replaced by figures more congenial to Bradley's wishes, 
including attorneys from the ACLU; thus the LAPD found itself at the mercy of its most bitter 
critics. The Commission quickly began what Kevin Bearly refers to as a "systematic assault" 
upon the standards governing LAPD personnel. 

The LAPD at the time was much smaller than comparable forces in other large cities, but 
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its selective standards helped compensate for small numbers. The ACLU/Bradley axis subverted 
those standards through a series of "anti-discrimination" lawsuits that consistently lowered the 
minimum level of physical performance for officers; this was done with the putative purpose of 
making police careers accessible to women. But its actual effect was to demoralize street 
officers, who needed the assurance that their comrades in tense, life-threatening street situations 
were there because they were physically and intellectually qualified, rather than politically 
acceptable. 

Last summer a Los Angeles City Council resolution demanded that the LAPD adopt a 
gender quota: Henceforth the department would be at least 44 percent female. Zev Yaroslavsky, 
a devoted leftist and perennial enemy of the LAPD, explained that from his perspective the 
"gender equity" measure had an added benefit: No female officer has ever been the subject of a 
complaint of excessive force. Kevin Bearly observes that most street-wise criminals -- and nearly 
all defense attorneys -- are shrewd enough to file excessive-force complaints, if only to obtain 
bargaining leverage. This tactic has destroyed whatever remained of the LAPD's pro-active 
approach, and has helped to create anarchy on LA's streets. 

The LAPD has also found itself going into combat under rigged rules of engagement. For 
example: An ACLU lawsuit succeeded in outlawing "compliance holds" that had been used to 
subdue violent suspects. This created a gap in the carefully calibrated levels of force that officers 
could bring to bear in street confrontations. In his book Presumed Guilty Stacy Koon recalls: 

When the Police Commission began looking into restricting the use of the chokehold in 

1981, it was [Chief] Gates who said the action created a "hole" in the LAPD's 

use-of-force policies. "The elimination of these holds would, in all likelihood, 

result in an even greater number of more serious injuries," Gates told the Police 

Commission, because otherwise batons or guns would be used to subdue suspects. 

Koon argues that had the chokehold been available the night of March 3, 1991, "the 
Rodney King incident would never have occurred the way it did. All we would have had to do 
was swarm him with a chokehold, and the entire episode would have been over in ten or fifteen 
seconds." King would have been taken into custody unharmed, and George Holliday's videotape 
-- which would have captured a brief, unexceptional scuffle -- would have been quietly filed 
away and forgotten. 

But those seeking to subvert the LAPD were delighted with the opportunity to present the 
public with a conspicuous display of "police brutality." They were aware that averse public 
reaction to such an incident would be useful in the campaign to impose greater restrictions upon 
the local police -- thus creating a vacuum to be filled by more remote authority. 

Continued Demoralization 

The attack on the LAPD has been waged on other fronts as well. Kevin Bearly notes that 
when he was a rookie LAPD officer in 1973, it was the policy of the force to fire any police 
officer "living in sin." It was understood that the police force was to represent the distillate of the 
community's values, as far as human fallibility would permit. 

How far can standards decline in two decades? The February 11th Los Angeles Times 
reported that the LAPD agreed to pay $770,000 in damages to former LAPD Sergeant Mitchell 
Grobeson and two other plaintiffs, who had sued the force for "anti-gay discrimination." Along 
with the financial settlement, the LAPD agreed to a 15 page "reform" blueprint outlining future 
policies in matters of "sexual orientation." Henceforth the LAPD will be required to assign 
recruiting officers to "gay community" events and provide recruiting advertisements for 
publication in homosexual magazines and newspapers. Further, the force may not inquire about 
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an applicant's sexual "orientation." All new recruits and current officers are required to undergo 
an indoctrination course in the politically correct perspective upon homosexuality; those who do 
not learn the lessons of that course will not long retain their jobs, as (according to the Times) the 
new policy includes "prohibition of slurs, intimidation or comments that would create a hostile 
working environment for gay men and lesbians or people with HIV." 

The Times also explained that recruitment will include "screening of anti-gay applicants 
so that they are dropped from the recruitment pool or required to participate in special sensitivity 
training." Those who somehow manage to run the attitude-control gauntlet with their values 
intact will have to monitor their every word and gesture, as violation of the "anti-discrimination" 
policy will now be considered a form of misconduct and could be punished by suspension or 
discharge from the force. 

Former Assistant LAPD Chief Bob Vernon, who retired last year after being passed over 
for consideration as Chief Gates' successor, is one victim of the campaign to demoralize the 
force. Vernon had long been under attack for his traditional values and openly Christian beliefs, 
and his experiences say a great deal about the priorities of the New Age LAPD. 

Vernon had angered the left -- including LA City Councilman Zev Yaroslavsky -- by 
offering candid testimony against a proposed Freedom of Information ordinance in 1983. 
Through such measures the LAPD's intelligence-gathering capacity has been severely stifled. In 
1991, a smear campaign was launched against Vernon, tarring him as a religious "extremist" who 
was unqualified for a position of public trust. Incentives were offered to those officers who 
assisted in the anti- Vernon campaign. Jesse Brewer, who at the time was a deputy chief in the 
LAPD and an alleged friend of Vernon, testified that Vernon's religious beliefs were improper 
for his position, and that Vernon was "devious" and should be relieved from his operational 
responsibilities because he would be an "obstacle." Shortly after offering his testimony, Brewer 
was appointed to the Police Commission by Mayor Bradley. 

Another deputy chief filed an affidavit claiming Vernon "improperly" interjected his 
religious values into his work. Among Vernon's affronts was an alleged habit of doodling 
Christian "fish" symbols on memos and offering the suggestion that officers who belong to the 
clergy be permitted to wear crosses. (It should be noted that Vernon was a police chaplain at the 
time.) According to that deputy chief, non-Christians "would be deeply offended by the sight of a 
Christian cross on an LAPD uniform." 

In July 1991, Vernon filed a lawsuit to protest the way in which the investigation was 
imposing itself on his personal beliefs. The suit was quickly thrown out of court; the presiding 
judge refused even to allow Vernon's attorney the courtesy of outlining his case. This 
development inspired Zev Yaroslavsky to introduce a motion that would divest all public 
property and government functions in LA of religious symbols. 

The Christopher Commission 

The "Christopher Commission" played a significant role in Vernon's ordeal and his 
decision to retire. Warren Christopher, the LA Lawyer who presided over the police "reform" 
commission which was convened after the Rodney King incident, has impressive credentials as a 
subverter of America's interests. While he presided over the commission, Christopher was a 
member of the Trilateral Commission and vice-chair of the Council on Foreign Relations. 
Christopher, now President Clinton's secretary of state, was a deputy secretary of state in the 
Carter Administration, and was influential in the policy decisions that led to the overthrow of the 
Shah of Iran and his replacement by the anti-American Khomeni regime. Having displayed his 
ability to harm America's foreign allies, Christopher was given the opportunity in 1991 to wreak 
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havoc upon the LAPD. 

Investigative reporter Daniel Wattenberg notes: 

Christopher's approach to the Iranian revolution -- undermining the Shah's capacity to 

rule while displaying a haughty indifference to the consequences of weakening 

him -- finds something of a parallel in the severe criticism meted out to the Los 

Angeles Police Department and its former chief, Daryl Gates, by his "Christopher 

Commission" report on the force in the summer of 1991 .... The Christopher 

report caricatured the department as sadistic and racist, smeared a number of 

individual officers, and devastated officer morale at a time when the larger 

community that depends upon the police could ill afford it. 

In compiling statistics on "problem officers," Christopher acted upon the assumption that 
a crude tally of use-of-force complaints was an accurate measure of a policeman's propensity for 
brutality. Even justified uses of force could be utilized to indict an officer as a brutal cop and 
thus damage or end his career. Last November, Los Angeles voters -- having been pummeled 
into the right frame of mind by the riot -- approved Charter Amendment "F," which codifies the 
Christopher Commission's recommendations. As a result, a new computer tracking system keeps 
record of all uses of force for the purposes of monitoring the activities of "problem cops" -- most 
of whom are merely effective, pro-active policemen. 

The dismal continuity between Christopher's performance in the State Department and 
his action with the Christopher Commission hints at more than mere ineptitude: The harm 
inflicted by Warren Christopher and his allies upon the LAPD suggests a malevolent design to 
prepare the public for the creation of a national police force. 

A Curious Catch-22 

The dangers inherent in the weakening of local police and the opportunistic intervention 
of federal authorities were illustrated by the 1992 LA riot following the acquittal of the police 
officers in the Rodney King affair. After being pilloried for "brutality," the LAPD's response to 
the riots was met with charges of ineptitude. But the department had undergone massive budget 
cuts and a forced down-sizing as the result of a hiring freeze. (Just after the second verdict was 
announced, present LAPD Chief Willie Williams said that his department must have at least 
2,000 more officers to meet the needs of a relatively tranquil LA). By the time of the riot, the 
LAPD was working with the lowest per-capita budget of any police force in America. It was also 
hamstrung by the relentless scrutiny of activists and career malcontents who were poised to 
charge "brutality" any time the police acted decisively against the rioters. 

On April 27, 1992, just before the riot broke out, City Councilman Mark Ridley-Thomas 
and other "civil rights activists" met with two deputy chiefs to urge the police to avoid using 
force in the event of a violent eruption. Ridley-Thomas reported that he had told the police, 
"Don't contribute to the crisis ... a display of force would precipitate rather than defuse the 
situation." Significantly, in the riot's aftermath a second federal commission -- this one chaired 
by former FBI Director William Webster (CFR) -- castigated the LAPD for failing to be 
sufficiently forceful in dealing with the riot. 

Once the LAPD had been neutralized, the federal government was given a pretext. The 
public was told that there was no choice but to turn to the federal government for help in 
pacifying the mob. 

Two days after the rioting erupted, President George Bush held two significant meetings 
in the White House. The first was with military advisers, including General Colin Powell, in 
which it was decided that 4,000 troops of the 7th Infantry, which had seen action in both Panama 
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and the Persian Gulf, would be deployed around Los Angeles. One thousand heavily armed 
federal police, including SWAT specialists, were also dispatched to Los Angeles. The California 
National Guard was nationalized by President Bush and placed under General Powell's direction. 
Even though the military would see no action in Los Angeles, the deployment set an ominous 
precedent: The public had been invited to see military occupation as a benefit. 

The second White House meeting took place between President Bush and representatives 
of America's civil rights leadership. Many civil rights groups had been involved in the campaign 
to demoralize and subvert the LAPD; one preferred accusation was that the local Los Angeles 
police abused their authority and were indifferent to the rights of minority citizens. Thus it might 
strike the casual observer as peculiar that the civil rights leaders endorsed Mr. Bush's decision to 
send in federal police and the military. 

Former Los Angeles police officer Kevin Bearly observes that all dictatorships have two 
traits in common: gun control laws and nationalized police. Among the most potent safeguards 
of liberty, according to Bearly, are these two facts: There are 14,000 independent police entities 
in the United States, as well as an average of one firearm per American household. We should 
expect an escalation in efforts to disarm the citizenry and to destroy local police -- thus making 
possible the creation of a national police force and the proliferation of abuses that will banish 
from memory Rodney King's encounter with the LAPD. 


Double Jeopardy: The Federal Government Makes Its Own 


Rules 
To many observers, the federal "civil rights" trial of the Los Angeles police officers 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


Bosnian Crisis 

Despite a reluctant Congress and conflicting advice from the military, President Clinton 
continued to ratchet up urgency for "tougher measures" on Bosnian Serbs. Although Bosnian 
Serb leader Radovan Karadzic signed a peace treaty and Serbia's President Slobodan Milosevic 
urged that it be ratified by the parliament of Bosnian Serbs, that body opted instead to submit the 
plan to a referendum. 

The United Nations-sponsored plan, worked out by mediators Lord Owen and Cyrus 
Vance, would make an ethnic checkerboard of Bosnia-Hercegovina and require that Serbs give 
up a substantial portion of the land they now control. When the plan was not accepted, the 
governments of Serbia and Yugoslavia announced that all but humanitarian aid would be cut off 
to Bosnia's Serbs. 

European foreign ministries have been indisposed, to varying degrees, to lifting the UN 
arms embargo on Bosnia's Muslims or to promoting air strikes which might endanger their 
countrymen in a UN peacekeeping force on the ground. The UN Security Council voted that a 
handful of Muslim-held cities should be declared safe zones, but added no additional 
enforcement procedures. The UN, NATO, and Washington, in fact, squabbled over who should 
run a larger "peacekeeping" force should that become a viable option. The President, who had 
indicated that the U.S. would intervene if a peace agreement is not reached, has also maintained 
that the U.S. would take no action without allied support. 

Female Combat Role Ordered 

Ignoring many of the recommendations made last year by a presidential commission, 
Defense Secretary Les Aspin ordered all services to allow women to fly in combat aircraft and 
recommended that Congress repeal a law banning them from serving on warships. Aspin 
indicated that if Congress did repeal the law assigning women to combat ships, he would let the 
Navy decide whether or not to post women on submarines and smaller vessels such as 
minesweepers. Admiral Frank Kelso, the Navy's top officer, remarked that he was not "excluding 
anything." Women would, said Aspin, continue to be excluded from front-line ground combat 
where physical strength is the "basic concern," but he ordered that the Marines and Army 
determine whether women could be assigned to field artillery and air defense units. Moreover, 
Aspin told the services to justify why women should not be assigned to any particular job. 

The defense secretary and the service chiefs were ambiguous when asked whether 
women would face compulsory land and sea combat assignments as men do. Women make up 
11.5 percent of the active-duty military, but only about two percent of military pilots. According 
to Defense Department officials, the announcement of the change was moved forward so it could 
be credited to President Clinton's first 100 days in office. 

The legal director of the NOW Legal Defense and Education Fund, Deborah Ellis, said 
that this "does stretch our cultural notions about what femininity is .... It turns on its head the 
notion that women should be home taking care of their families." That pleases her. Former 
presidential commissioner and Heritage Foundation vice president Kate O'Beirne commented: 
"If women are now expected to kill and be killed... we can't pretend it won't have a very broad 
impact on society." The feminists will have "achieved their gender-blind nirvana." She is not 
pleased. 

Postmortem of Apocalypse 
The body of Branch Davidian sect leader David Koresh was identified officially on May 
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2nd after having been recovered from the ruins of the Branch Davidian compound outside Waco, 
Texas. The self-styled messiah had a gunshot wound between his eyes. Exactly how he died, 
however, was not immediately established, as is the case with at least seven, and possibly more, 
of the victims found with bullet wounds. Seventy-seven bodies were found after the 51-day siege 
ended when the compound went up in flames. 

Second-guessing, recriminations, and a congressional inquiry continue as to: why the 
compound was originally raided by the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms in February, 
when a shoot-out at the heavily armed complex resulted in the deaths of four federal agents and 
at least six members of the Branch Davidians; the appropriateness of the FBI's plan to force the 
siege to an end; how the fire started; whether or not there was a predetermined design for mass 
suicide, a point disputed by several of the survivors. 

Potential reasons given by Attorney General Janet Reno for escalating the pressure 
included allegations of child abuse within the compound and fatigue of the agents surrounding 
the ranch. The standoff ended in a devastating fire on April 19th, and some sect members say the 
blaze was started when Army tanks, which were used to inject tear gas into the buildings, 
overturned kerosene lanterns. Arson investigators have insisted that fires were set simultaneously 
in several places within the compound. 

For a perspective on the Waco tragedy, see page 44. 


Final Tailhook Inquiry 

The final Pentagon report on the September 1991 convention of the Tailhook 
Association, a private group of Navy and Marine aviators who met in a hotel in Las Vegas, 
described an "atmosphere of debauchery" -- including sexual abuse, drunkenness, and indecent 
exposure -- and recommended that disciplinary action be taken against at least 140 officers. 
More than 4,000 attended the convention, and the Inspector General conducted over 2,900 
interviews worldwide in order to gather evidence on misconduct and apparent subsequent lying. 

During the mammoth investigation, computer analyses were used to check stories for 
discrepancies, and lie detectors and undercover agents were also utilized. Female investigators 
were reportedly particularly effective in making men being questioned feel uncomfortable and in 
eliciting statements from women, including relatives and girlfriends of the officers. 

The inquiry noted, among other offenses, that 23 officers took part in sexual assaults. 
Such assaults, which were portrayed in graphic detail in the report, included seven on men and 
83 on women (half of the latter being naval officers). The inquiry was concluded in February, but 
its release was supposedly delayed until a new civilian Navy secretary was named. 

The timing of the release was used by proponents of women in combat, who cited 
offending T-shirts at the convention with messages saying that "women are property" as among 
the actions proving that women need combat roles test they be considered unequal. Obviously 
hoping to escape the wrath of the feminists for behavior that occurred on his watch, Chief of 
Naval Operations Admiral Frank Kelso conceded that "Tailhook brought to light the fact that we 
have an institutional problem in how we treated women. In that regard, it was a watershed event 
that has brought about a cultural change." 

Pessimistic Panetta 

Astounding official Washington with his pessimistic candor, Budget Director Leon 
Panetta indicated that President Clinton is in trouble with Capitol Hill on several fronts. 
Suggesting that the President hold off on introducing his wife's health reforms until the economic 
package clears more congressional hurdles, the longtime House member also: declared that the 
proposed trade agreement with Mexico and Canada was probably "dead" with lawmakers at this 
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time; predicted an uphill fight on voting more foreign aid to Moscow; and criticized the White 
House for sending too many unfocused messages. Regarding the latter point, Panetta said the 
Administration "could probably do a little better job about picking the battles you want to get 
through." 

With some observers reminded of the response that legend has it occurred when Ronald 
Reagan's budget director, David Stockman, was publicly out of line with his White House, 
President Clinton responded that, in contrast, "I don't need to take him to the woodshed. I just 
think he's been working 60 or 70 hours a week and he got discouraged. I need for him to sort of 
get his spirits up." 

Others on Capitol Hill, including House Ways and Means Chairman Dan Rostenkowski 
(D-IL), let it be known that Panetta was not alone in seeing disarray. Rostenkowski disparaged 
the wayward health plan by comparing it to a domestic "Star Wars" program. 

The Clinton Administration initially tried to gloss over Panetta's candor by saying Leon 
"forgot he wasn't in Congress anymore." Then, when no one bought that line, or a claim that 
Panetta was misunderstood, the Clintonites set about to revamp the domestic White House staff, 
denied that any troubles mentioned by the budget director were overwhelming, moved for a 
federal takeover of the student-loan program (as if there weren't enough on its plate), and, more 
ominously, beat more loudly on the war drums. 

Command Change in Somalia 

With intervention in Bosnia-Hercegovina looming on the horizon, the U.S. commander of 
the relief effort in Mogadishu turned over the operation to the United Nations. Marine Lieutenant 
General Robert Johnston, calling the initial phase a success, transferred the mission to Lieutenant 
General Cevik Bir of Turkey. The UN operation will number around 30,000 troops, including 
some 4,000 to 5,000 Americans who will be outfitted for the first time with UN blue berets and 
patches. The UN's mandate in Somalia is not just to keep "peace" and defend itself, but also to go 
on the offensive and disarm the various Somali factions. 

The remaining U.S. personnel, including a quick-strike force that is supposed to act, in 
the words of a U.S. official, as "almost an insurance policy" to keep other coalition members in 
country, are likely to stay for some time. The Pentagon has asked Congress to pay for the 
Somalian force from, among other funds, the research budget of the Strategic Defense Initiative. 

The precedent of placing U.S. "peacetime" troops under UN command and intervening 
without permission of the host country has high priority. Retired U.S. Admiral Jonathan Howe, a 

former national security aide in the Bush Administration who is now special United Nations 
envoy for Somalia, told the Washington Post: "I think the U.N. can intervene more effectively in 
these situations, and that's what we're aiming to do: build a model that can be effective." For 
additional perspective about foreign command of U.S. troops, see page 21. 

French Espionage 

What amounts to a U.S. boycott of the famous Paris Air Show seems to have been 
precipitated by intelligence reports indicating that France has been actively spying on its 
supposed U.S. ally. The Pentagon announced in mid-April that it was pulling out of the June 
affair, and Administration officials have admitted that the Central Intelligence Agency has been 
briefing American aerospace and defense companies that France is engaged in widespread 
industrial espionage. 

Knight-Ridder newspapers, which broke the story, cited a 21-page document sent 
anonymously to one of their reporters who covered espionage; it was judged to have been issued 
by the French government. Paris, as expected, denied the charges. The document detailed targets 
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ranging from Stealth technology at Lockheed to General Electric's software and navigation 
systems for satellites. Apparently there was a priority given to companies that were competing 
with firms controlled by the French government. 

The document listed Hughes Aircraft's communications satellite; the company not long 
ago lost to the French a $258 million contract for satellite technology to various Arab countries, 
and it pulled out of the show after being warned by the CIA. Although President Clinton did not 
ban U.S. participation at the air show, he urged greater efforts against such espionage by allies. 
Industrial spying cases by "friendly" nations under FBI investigation have increased fifty-fold in 
the last nine months. 

-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 


NATION Looking Back on 
the LA Riot 

After a distinguished career as one of the nation's top law enforcement officers, Robert 
Vernon retired as assistant chief of police of Los Angeles in 1992. In his nearly 38 years on the 
LAPD, Vernon rose through the ranks from rookie street cop to second in command of one of the 
most highly regarded police departments in the world. He also earned an MBA at Pepperdine 
University and graduated from the University of Southern California's Managerial Policy 
Institute and the FBI's National Executive Institute. His new book, LA Justice: Lessons From 
the Firestorm, is published by Focus on the Family. (Our review appears on page 31.) He was 
interviewed by William F. Jasper, senior editor of THE NEW AMERICAN. 

Q. Chief Vernon, you mention in your book, LA Justice, that a turning point in the events 
leading to the Los Angeles riots on April 29, 1992 was Mayor Tom Bradley's televised speech 
expressing his outrage at the Rodney King verdict. 

A. There is no question about it. I got official reports of the timing of the riot crimes as they 
occurred, and between 3:15 when the verdict was announced and 5:00 there were few crimes that 
were in any way connected to attempts to cause a riot. But about 5:12 or 5:13, just moments after 
the mayor concluded what I believe to be inflammatory statements, calling on the people to 
express their outrage and anger, the riot began. His remarks, no doubt, were taken as permission 
to "take it to the streets." 

Q. Mayor Bradley was not the only prominent figure making inflammatory remarks. 


A. There were many others, that's right. There were broadcasts, for instance, coming from the 
First AME Church, where everyone, in my opinion, was making intemperate statements. At a 
time when they know people are upset, I think that elected officials, whatever they feel 
personally, owe it to their constituents to calm the waters, not to pour gasoline on the fires. 

Q. Critics blasted the LAPD for being unprepared for the riots, for failing to plan. 

A. You have to wonder why there was this great rush to blame the LAPD for "not having a 
plan" when that clearly was not the case. A whole section of our Tactical Manual deals 
exclusively with what to do in a riot situation. It is a detailed contingency plan that gets very 
specific concerning which strategies to employ in a given situation. On April 10th I had a 
meeting with all of the commanders, captains, and the deputy chiefs at Parker Center [the LAPD 
headquarters]. I told them there was going to be a riot -- a riot of celebration if there was a guilty 
verdict in the Rodney King case and a riot of rage if the verdict was not guilty. So I told them we 
had to get ready for a riot. 

I handed out a three-page outline and I spent two hours going over it, covering such 
things as necessary equipment -- making sure all officers had such things as gas masks, so we 
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could use tear gas -- updating the call-up rosters so we could get a rapid response, etc. I had been 
putting away overtime money for the previous four months because I knew there was going to be 
a riot. I had over $1 million that I figured would handle a 48-hour period of 12-hour watches. By 
putting officers on 12-hour watches you nearly double the size of the department on duty. So 
there was a plan, a very good, detailed plan. We learned some tough lessons from the riots of 
1965, when we weren't as prepared as we should have been. Since then, no police department 
had done a more thorough job of riot training than the LAPD. 

The proof that our riot plan was a good one was demonstrated in precincts like the 
Foothill Precinct, where the Rodney King incident took place. The RCP [Revolutionary 
Communist Party] and other people tried to get a riot started there because of the symbolism of 
having it start at the location of the King arrest. In the late afternoon on April 29th over 400 of 
them stormed the Foothill station, tried to set fires, and at one point even fired some shots into 
the air, we think. No one was hit and we suspect they were trying to provoke the officers into 
shooting back into the crowd so they could claim, "Here's another case of the police 
overreacting." But Foothill's Captain McBride had accounted even for that contingency and had 
warned officers that fire crackers might be set off, or firearms, and that no officer may shoot 
unless he had a clear, isolated target. 

So when the officers heard what they thought was gunfire, they did in a very disciplined 
way exactly what they had been trained’ to do. They dropped to their knees, looked around, and 
not seeing a target got back up and continued in squad formation to disperse the crowd, and over 
the next 24 hours made some 500 arrests. And guess what, no riot in Foothill. In the precinct 
where Rodney King was arrested, not one building was burned down and only some very minor 
looting occurred before it was nipped in the bud. 

Q. What happened at Florence and Normandie, the so-called "flash point" of the riot? 

A. City Councilman Mark Ridley-Thomas and Mayor Tom Bradley met with Deputy Chiefs 
Parks and Hunt and told them, "We don't want a strong show of force. That may provoke 
[rioters] into doing something worse. Take a low profile." They listened to the politicians and 
those two quadrants of the city are where we had the trouble. In the Central Bureau it took place 
right at Parker Center. You probably saw it on TV. It was unbelievable. The RCP people were 
there in force. They were allowed to burn the guard shack and then actually charge the doors at 
Parker Center and break the windows. And in the video, the deputy chief is standing there with 
his arms folded and a platoon or two of officers at hand. Officers told me, "We could have 
handled that crowd but we were told to stand fast." 

The attack on Parker Center was symbolic -- and devastating. For the whole city to see on 
TV that you can attack police headquarters and get away with it -- that was terrible. It was like 
saying to the rioters and looters, "You've got the keys to the city." I don't know what was going 
through [Deputy] Chief Parks' mind, but I'm assuming he was remembering what the mayor said 
about not having a show of force. Which, of course, runs contrary to all we know about riots and 
mob psychology. It is essential in a riot situation to reestablish control quickly through a visible 
show of force. 

Q. Deputy Chiefs Hunt and Parks undoubtedly were also aware of what had happened to 
Chief Gates and Chief Vernon for bucking the powers that be in City Hall and the LA media. 

A. Yes, we were lame ducks, and the whole department had been subjected to especially bad 
press ever since the King incident. Even before that we had constantly been attacked as "too 
militaristic," "macho," "violent," and "reactionary." Once the riots took off, the same critics who 
had been forever pounding the department for being too aggressive began accusing the LAPD of 
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being ill-prepared, too permissive, or even of having intentionally allowed the rioting as a means 
of revenge against the city. 

There was another important factor at work paralyzing and undermining the department. 
Prior to the riots, the new chief [Willie Williams] had been selected by a process that had not 
been used in LA since the corruption of the '30s. That is, the chief of police had been selected 
without any objective exam at all. When I say this many people are shocked because they 
remember hearing that Mr. Williams had been selected as the result of "the most intensive 
examination process." Do you know what the "process" was? It was sitting down in front of a 
bunch of political friends of the mayor and answering political questions. 

Now I'm not going to debate whether or not Mr. Williams is the best selection for LA. 
But my point is this: A loud message was sent to the top ranks of the LAPD by the process. The 
process that was used in selecting Mr. Williams was a marked departure from the 50-plus year 
tradition of objective written and oral tests that had been brought in with the reforms of 1938 to 
replace the old, corrupt, political patronage system. When I competed for the chief of police 
office with Daryl Gates, for example, we had a full nine hours of written tests. Our essay answers 
were then typed and given a serial number so that no one could recognize our handwriting and so 
that the experts evaluating our tests would not know whose papers they were reading. It was true 
grading "in the blind," and every effort was made to obtain objectivity and impartiality. 

The same was true of the oral half of the exams. The evaluating board when I competed 
was composed of very high caliber people with recognized competence in the field of law 
enforcement. Professor James Q. Wilson, then from Harvard (now from UCLA), generally 
considered one of the leading criminologists, for example, was one of the panelists. Contrast that 
with the latest selection panel which included Antonia Rodriguez, the head of MALDEF [the 
Mexican American Legal Defense and Education Fund], and other politically correct activists. 
So this has injected a whole new dynamic into the process and greatly politicized the department. 


Q. What effect has the long campaign against police intelligence had on the LAPD? 


A. Since the '70s we have sustained an attack on our intelligence gathering capabilities, and it 
has hurt our effectiveness and our ability to protect the citizens of Los Angeles. 

When I took over as commander of the Office of Special Services in 1983, the year 
before the Olympics, we were coping with a lawsuit from the Coalition Against Police Abuse 
(CAPA) and the ACLU. They charged that the department's Public Disorder Intelligence 
Division was illegally spying on many groups and individuals, including politicians and 
Hollywood celebrities, because of their political beliefs. The press took up the crusade and did 
everything possible to make it look like the department was running amok and trampling 
people's rights. In reality there was nothing to their case. When our attorney, Tom Holliday, went 
before the City Council in executive session to explain the city's vulnerabilities in the suit, the 
Council was so confident of our position that it voted overwhelmingly to go ahead with fighting 
the CAPA-ACLU suit rather than settle out of court. But then Mayor Bradley began applying 
pressure and succeeded in getting the Council to reverse itself and eventually settle by paying 
CAPA-ACLU nearly $2 million of the taxpayers' money. Beyond that, the settlement also 
allowed the plaintiffs to help set the new guidelines for police intelligence; which has meant 
guidelines so restrictive that they have virtually shut down police intelligence. 


Q. Has Mayor Bradley always been a foe of the department? 


A. Although he once served on the LAPD, Mayor Bradley has never been a friend of the 
department. Look at Bradley's appointments to the Police Commission over the years. He has 
demonstrated over and over that he doesn't want anybody on the commission who supports the 
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LAPD. Some of his appointees, such as Melanie Lomax and Stanley Sheinbaum (a national 
board member of the ACLU) have been especially vicious in their attacks on the department. 

Q. Those have included some vicious personal attacks against you, particularly because of 
your religious beliefs. 

A. Yes. Mayor Bradley and Councilman Zev Yaroslavsky especially targeted me for 
"investigation" even though they could come up with no misconduct on my part. Former 
Assistant Chief Jesse Brewer was asked by the Christopher Commission to identify all of the 
high-level Christians in the department. Can you believe that? Imagine the hue and cry if I had 
been asked to identify all of the homosexuals, Masons, Jews, or members of any other group. But 
they don't mind singling out Christians that way. 

Q. Why were there no riots after the second verdict in the King case? 

A. There are several reasons: The police were out in force, and this was well publicized in 
advance; the politicians didn't countermand the police this time -- in fact they encouraged the 
police to make a show of force; the verdict was delayed to give the police time to be fully 
deployed; and the politicians and the media were not engaging in the same intemperate and 
inciteful rhetoric this time. 

Q. From your sources, what is the morale and efficiency of the LAPD like today? 

A. There are a number of indicators you can look at. One dramatic statistic I've seen is that 
officer-initiated arrests have dropped 41 percent. The exodus of veterans from the force is 
another troubling indicator. The turmoil and infighting at the highest ranks of the department 
caused by using the new standards of political correctness on the commander's test rather than 
objective grading standards is yet another. It is very difficult and painful for me to watch the 
destruction of this city and this department that I have served all of my life. 

Q. What do you think of President Clinton's proposal for the federal government to help 
provide another 100,000 police officers? 

A. I believe in local police and local control. Anytime you give the federal government more 
power than it is constitutionally allowed, you are on dangerous ground. Federal programs and 
federal funding always come with federal strings and control. That could lead to a national police 
force and the creation of a police state. If you have only one police authority it is tremendously 
easier for the unscrupulous to corrupt and subvert it for their own ends than if there are many 
independent police jurisdictions. So Iam adamantly opposed to any moves to consolidate and 
centralize police authority. 

Q. During the riots many people learned a hard lesson, that the police aren't always there 
when needed. How do you view the Second Amendment and the citizen's right to keep and bear 
arms? 

A. It is a very important amendment and our Founding Fathers had a great deal to say about it. 
You hear the argument repeatedly that nobody should have semiautomatics because they are no 
good for hunting. Of course, the Second Amendment has nothing to do with hunting. Its central 
purpose is to guarantee the right of the people to have sufficient force to protect themselves 
against oppressive government. 

Blaming crime and violence on guns is like blaming drunk driving on cars. Of the 
100,000 auto-related deaths each year, about half are due to alcohol. I think we need to get a lot 
tougher on our sentencing for people who are committing this carnage by driving drunk. By the 
same standard, I favor stronger penalties for those who commit crimes with guns. But it doesn't 
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make any more sense to penalize the responsible gun owners than it does to penalize the 
responsible drivers. 


NATION Marching out of 
the Closet 

As demonstrated by the April 25th homosexual March on Washington, DC, the "gay 
rights" movement continues to have intractable difficulty with numbers. For more than four 
decades now it has been a "progressive" truism that ten percent of the human population is 
homosexual. 

However, in early April a survey was published suggesting that the actual tally of 
homosexuals in the population may be as low as one percent. To the observant, that figure came 
as only a mild surprise. In February, Newsweek published results from an earlier survey showing 
that only two percent of the population is homosexual. But even that survey was possibly an 
exaggeration. A sample taken by the Minnesota Adolescent Health Survey during 1986-87 found 
that among public school students in junior and senior high 0.6 percent of the boys and 0.2 
percent of the girls supposedly had homosexual tendencies. 

Having invested heavily in the ten-percent estimate, the homosexual rights movement 
had to find some way to make people forget the arithmetic. Tom Stoddard, a prominent 
homosexual activist, attorney, and coordinator of the "Campaign for Military Service," conceded 
to Newsweek that the figure is unreliable but had been tactically useful "to create an impression 
of our numerousness." The April March on Washington had the same objective. 

Numbers Game 

For weeks prior to the march, Stoddard and other prominent "gay rights" spin doctors 
tried to persuade the public that over one million people would participate in the March on 
Washington, which was incessantly referred to as "the largest civil rights demonstration in 
American history." 

However, the DC Park Service Police estimated that the march had drawn 300,000 rather 
than the anticipated one million. By April 29th, the Park Service, responding to political 
pressure, promised an upward revision in the official estimate. "Gay" activists pointed out that 
the Park Service is reputed to understate the number present at any march (although never before 
by nearly a factor of four). Dismissing the original Park Service figure as inaccurate, the 
organizers insisted that they had exceeded their expectations by attracting a crowd of 1.1 million. 

The May 3rd issue of Newsweek observed, "The massive March on Washington was 
meant, in part, to evoke past gatherings of powerless multitudes, especially the archetypal March 
on Washington led by Martin Luther King Jr. in 1963." Even those without reservations about 
King's activism should consider that comparison to be untenable. Homosexuals, as a group, are 
statistically more affluent than non-homosexuals. Unlike blacks living in the segregated South, 
homosexuals are not denied individual rights and social acceptance on the basis of a physical 
characteristic. 

Additionally, homosexuals often get preferential treatment at the highest levels of 
Washington society. Massachusetts Congressman Barney Frank escaped with a mild reprimand 
after he was involved in a scandal with a male prostitute; Gerry Studds, Massachusetts' other 
homosexual congressman, was left unscathed by a 1983 scandal in which he sexually molested a 
male congressional page. It is not difficult to imagine how Congress would have treated similar 
scandals involving non-homosexual conservative politicians. 

Red Carpet Treatment 
Preferential treatment of homosexuals is a documentable characteristic of the Clinton 
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Administration. Mr. Clinton is the first mainstream presidential candidate to court the 
homosexual voting bloc. As President, he has announced plans to compel the military to accept 
practicing homosexuals. He has also appointed the first openly homosexual Executive Branch 
official, HUD's assistant secretary, Roberta Achtenberg. 

So obvious is Mr. Clinton's penchant for the "gay rights" lobby, writes The Nation's 
Andrew Kopkind, that "homosexuality is -- by presidential directive -- a positive qualification 
for an Administration job. Gays in Washington are finding Administration jobs for themselves 
and other gays, but they are also trying to convince other gays ... that coming out would help, not 
hurt, the chances of getting hired." 

Even outside of Washington, homosexuals are acquiring preferential status through city 
ordinances and corporate policies. Some major corporations are extending "spousal benefits" to 
"same-sex couples." Such benefits might shortly become uniform, if (as expected) Congress 
passes and President Clinton signs proposed legislation amending the 1964 Civil Rights Act to 
include prohibition of "discrimination" on the basis of "sexual orientation." 

Even when the grievances cited are more legitimate than those invoked by the 
homosexual lobby, the creation of "civil rights" is a troublesome concept. The Constitution 
recognizes that rights inhere in individuals, not in political blocs. Those individuals who identify 
themselves as homosexuals presently enjoy all of the constitutional protections extended to 
non-homosexuals: They are assured of freedom of worship and speech, the right to bear arms, 
security in their rightfully obtained property, and so on. Laws also exist that protect homosexuals 
-- and anyone else -- from unprovoked physical harm. 

But the "rights" sought by the homosexual lobby require imposition upon the rights of 
other citizens, or the coercive redefinition of long-established social institutions. Writing in the 
May/June 1993 issue of The Humanist, ACTUP member Scott Tucker succinctly states the 
"gay" agenda: "Everything the priests, generals and rabid pundits fear and predict we will 
demand ... our agenda includes equal domestic partnerships and benefits, equal rights to housing 
and health care, and equal right to the public world." These demands do not deal with a "right" in 
the constitutional sense, meaning an immunity against state authority; all of them deal with 
privileges that will have to be extracted, by state force, from recalcitrant traditionalists. 

Redefining "Family" 

The most significant and contentious "gay" demands involve the family. Homosexual 
activists maintain that their rights are suppressed because society does not legally recognize 
"same-sex marriages." The primary problem with this demand -- moral considerations aside -- is 
that the Western institution of marriage is the creation of a definable cultural and religious 
tradition. In that tradition, all other cultural, social, and political institutions emanate from the 
independent family. 

The more candid homosexual activists identify their ultimate objective as the destruction 
of "heterosexism." It is understood by them that victory will be accomplished only through the 
eradication of long-settled social definitions. Accordingly, one of the most prominent rhetorical 
themes of homosexual activism is that of the homosexual "family." 

Many homosexuals have found ways to escape the sterility associated with their rebellion 
against nature. The December 20, 1992 Washington Post examined the phenomenon called the 
"Gayby Boom": "Beginning in the 1980s, a growing number of gay men and lesbians have 
created -- through adoption, artificial insemination, and surrogate motherhood -- the families 
they have always wanted but thought they might have to forgo." 

The Post observes, "After adoption policies in the United States were relaxed a dozen 
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years ago to allow for single parents to adopt children, gay men and lesbians began to apply, 
simply presenting themselves as single applicants." The article analyzes the growing trend 
among homosexual couples to "hire out" the services of a surrogate father or mother who 
provides the biological requirements for the child the couple wants. The Post notes: 

With [homosexual] families the biological father may be a "Mr. Donor" from the sperm 

bank; the biological mother, a stranger who signed a contract and received pay. 

The children sought by many homosexual "couples" are in equal parts political props and 
trophies of social status. Common sense suggests that it is best for a child to have a parent of 
each gender in order to develop in a sound and healthy fashion. Now we are being told that a 
child deprived of a mother or a father by reason of a "same-sex marriage" will have as healthy 
and whole an environment as a child born into a traditional family. 

Cultural Revolution 

Homosexual activists desire a cultural revolution at the most intimate levels in order to 
rid the world of "heterosexism." Andrew Kopkind insists that "heterosexism -- like 
institutionalized racism and sexism -- is so pervasive that most people may never recognize it." 
Thus the campaign against heterosexism must include indoctrination of students in public 
schools to rid them of inherited "prejudices." A growing number of universities are offering 
courses in what Kopkind refers to as "Queer Studies," a species of Marxist-inspired 
multiculturalism emphasizing the supposed oppression of homosexuals. 

For some the role of homosexuals in the struggle for "social justice" includes a role in 
America's future spiritual life. In a new book entitled Gay Ideas: Outing and Other 
Controversies, homosexual activist Richard D. Mohr suggests that homosexuals are the future 
"reconcilers" of querulous humanity: 

Democracy will be firmly grounded only when male homosexuality is seen and treated in 

social ritual as a fundamental social model, when male homosexuality is, as it is 

in some other cultures, treated as a priesthood ... the realization of [this] model 

may require the creation of something like a priestly class of homosexuals, an 

institutional social structure frequently found in shamanistic societies. 

Thus the "civil rights" demands of the homosexual lobby are more than (to quote a 
prominent slogan in the Washington March) "a matter of simple justice." Those demands are part 
of an effort to bring about the comprehensive restructuring of all that is decent in American 
society. 

-- WILLIAM NORMAN GRIGG 


Propaganda or Proof: New Book Gives Doubtful Evidence 


In their accelerating campaign to force avowed homosexuals into the Armed Forces, the 
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On May 4th, the Clinton Administration took a major step on the way to delivering U.S. 
sovereignty to United Nations control. When U.S. Marine Corps Lieutenant General Robert 
Johnston relinquished command of the UN-authorized operation in Somalia, he left several 
thousand U.S. troops behind under the leadership of Turkish Army Lieutenant General Cevik 
Bir, the leader of United Nations Operation Somalia (UNOSOM II). 

Those American troops have now been officially converted into UN troops, complete 
with blue berets and patches. This marks the first time in our nation's history that our own troops 
will be commanded by anyone but an American. 

UN Web Grows 

Yes, Americans fought under the UN flag in Korea, and Americans served under the 
authority of the UN during the recent war against Iraq. But all were led in the field by American 
commanders. This is no longer the case in Somalia. 

Such is also not to be the case in Germany, where a similar transfer of troops to foreign 
command has been arranged. NBC News prefaced its April 23rd announcement of a remarkably 
altered structure in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) with a short description of 
the transfer as "part of the emerging new world order." Indeed it is! 

NATO is a regional alliance formed under the authority of Chapter VIII of the United 
Nations Charter. According to the newly agreed-upon arrangement formalized on April 22nd in 
Germany, the U.S. Army's Ist Armored Division was attached to Germany's 2nd Corps, and 
Germany's 5th Panzer Division was attached to the U.S. 5th Corps. Although the troops will 
remain under national control during peacetime, foreign commanders will possess authority in 
the event of hostilities. 

While many of the American service personnel involved in this transfer saw no reason to 
oppose the move, Sergeant Darrell Dewitt, a 28-year-old military policeman from Rapid City, 
Illinois, stated what should have been the attitude of all Americans: "I didn't join the German 
army. I joined the American army." Will our servicemen be given a chance to refuse to serve 
under foreign command? 

Sovereignty at Stake 

A nation possesses a military force to defend itself from attack. If a nation means to 

remain the master of its own fate, it must have the ability to ward off would-be conquerors and to 
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punish those who attack it or its citizens. Maintaining control of one's own military force is 
tantamount to maintaining one's sovereignty. 

But if a portion of a nation's military force is placed under foreign command, hasn't 
sovereignty been diluted? Might these troops be sent into some sort of action not sanctioned by 
the government they thought they were serving? How does one stop such misuse? 

There are many U.S. troops already serving as part of UN operations in the Middle East 
and elsewhere. But, while they are all part of UN operations, they are under U.S. commanders. 
Not so any longer in Somalia and Germany. And the Clinton Administration wants U.S. troops 
delivered to wherever the UN wants them. 

Asked about the issue during his defense secretary confirmation hearings, Les Aspin 
himself noted the fundamental problem presented by such arrangements: "The President is the 
commander in chief .... Congress has war powers. And if you second these forces to the UN, how 
do you maintain the Constitution?" Precisely! Since being confirmed to his post, however, Aspin 
no longer seems concerned about maintaining the Constitution. 

Building UN Power 

The nonmilitary portion of the UN effort in Somalia is led by Jonathan Howe, a retired 
U.S. Navy admiral. At ceremonies marking the transfer of U.S. troops to Turkish command 
under the UN, he said he hoped that the project in Somalia would become the "model" for other 
UN interventions. He expressed delight at "the start of an evolution that will see the U.S. more 
involved" in UN operations. "U.S. leadership is fundamental to the success of international 
organizations .... We're going into a new era for the United Nations," he added. His enthusiasm 
for the UN indicates that he places it far above the Constitution and national sovereignty in 
importance. 

Our nation's leaders have been taking numerous steps to subject us to control by the 
United Nations. For instance, when George Bush sent American forces into Iraq, he repeatedly 
equated the move with his desire to see the UN made more "credible" and more "effective." Ever 
since the war against Iraq, the UN has indeed become more powerful. 

Since Mr. Bush's efforts got the UN ball rolling again, fellow internationalist Bill Clinton 
and his top aides are speeding it along. As a candidate, Mr. Clinton urged the formation of a 
"standby, voluntary UN rapid deployment force." This is what UN Secretary-General Boutros 
Boutros-Ghali has openly yearned for. Placing American forces under foreign command subject 
to the UN is a major step in that direction. 

Will Bosnia be next? We cannot be sure, but we do believe that Mr. Clinton, 
Boutros-Ghali, and many others will use any situation they can to enhance the power of the 
world body. For months the American people have been softened up with vivid portrayals of 
death and destruction in former Yugoslavia. The amount of publicity aimed at us seems to 
indicate that U.S. involvement is in the cards. Will it be U.S. troops under German commanders 
serving for the United Nations? 

The stage is being set for the loss of U.S. sovereignty to the United Nations. There is no 
authorization for the use of U.S. troops as we have related. Our military exists to defend the 
interests of the United States. If and when those interests need defending, they should be 
defended by our own troops under our own commanders without asking permission from the 
United Nations, NATO, or any international body. We are not supposed to be the policemen of 
the world. 

-- JOHN F. McMANUS 


THE RIGHT ANSWERS 
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Q. What is James Baker doing these days? 
-- T.D., Holland, MI 


A. The former secretary of state is a senior counselor with the Carlyle Group, a merchant 
banking firm in Washington, DC which has 40,000 employees and operates in 33 countries. 
Baker is also associated with the Texas law firm of Baker & Botts. Baker recently led the U.S. 
delegation to the funeral of Turkish President Turgut Ozal. 

Q. What are the current taxes on cigarettes? 

-- R.S.M., Nampa, ID 


A. A pack of cigarettes is currently taxed 24 cents by the federal government. State taxes vary: 
The top five are Massachusetts (51 cents), Minnesota (48 cents), Connecticut (45 cents), Texas 
(41 cents), and New Jersey and Hawaii (tied at 40 cents). 

The lowest state tax per pack of cigarettes is in Virginia (2.5 cents), followed by 
Kentucky (3 cents), North Carolina (5 cents), South Carolina (7 cents), and Georgia and 
Wyoming (12 cents). President Clinton is considering, as part of his health-care package, a 
"monster cigarette tax" of up to $2 a pack. 

Q. Before the fall elections, there were projections of large numbers of banks going under. 
What has happened to the bank failure rate of late? 

-- P.R., Bullhead City, AZ 


A. The Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC) has drastically cut its estimates of bank 
failures for 1993. During the fall, the same regulators were projecting that 120 banks with assets 
of $76 billion would fail, but more recent estimates peg the numbers at between 70 and 90 banks 
with combined assets of $25 billion. 

The FDIC has also changed its future projection techniques and no longer publicly 
estimates the number of banks it expects to fail but only the total assets in those banks. Such 
projections for the next two years foresee an increase in bank failures, though not as great as 
once expected, $45 billion in total assets in 1994 to $50 billion in 1995. 

Q. Has Macedonia been admitted to the United Nations? 

-- L.O.K., Florence, SC 


A. The Security Council has approved the admission of Macedonia into the United Nations -- 
but not under its own name and not under its own flag. Formerly part of communist Yugoslavia, 
Macedonia last year declared its independence but has found its admission into various 
international bodies resisted by Greece, which insists that Macedonia still harbors a claim on the 
Greek province of Macedonia. Under the latest compromise, Macedonia can call itself by that 
name but at the UN it must be referred to as "the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia." 

Q. What percentage of our taxes goes to service the national debt? 

-- U.W., Lincoln Park, MI 


A. According to figures from the Office of Management and Budget, the National Taxpayers 
Union, and USA Today, about one in four tax dollars does nothing more than pay the interest on 
the national debt. For 1993, this is expected to total some $296 billion -which breaks down to 
$4,470 per family of four. The national debt limit, $4.1 trillion, was recently raised by Congress 
yet again. 
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Q. How much of the U.S. population is based in the Eastern time zone compared to other 
regions? 
-- B.A., Pendleton, OR 


A. According to American Demographics, the Eastern time zone includes 50 percent of the 
U.S. population. The other major zones: Central, 30 percent; Mountain, 5 percent; and Pacific, 
15 percent. 
Q. How much does the strategic mohair program cost us? And what is supposed to be 
"strategic" about it? 
-- P.C., Springdale, AR 


A. Supposedly begun as a wartime move in the early '50s, there have been, in some cases, 
three generations of ranching families receiving mohair payments. The mohair subsidy is a $180 
million-a-year program that has its roots in the National Wool Act of 1954, itself said to be based 
on the need for Army uniforms at a guaranteed lower price than the market might bear. The 
mohair subsidy, a payoff for those raising Angora goats, was slipped into the subsidy then and 
remains to this day. At the program's inception, wool was deemed an essential and strategic 
commodity; however, mohair's main use was in upholstery. Texas receives about 86 percent of 
the mohair subsidies. Payments were most profligate in 1990, when the government (that's you) 
chipped in $3.87 for each $1 worth of mohair that was sold. 

In Rocksprings, Texas, for example, the Agriculture Department last year disbursed $5.2 
million in wool and mohair subsidies to folks in that town and the local county. The top 10 
recipients, as noted in the Washington Post, "collected between $90,00 and $340,000 apiece -- 
enough to put a few Lincolns in the carports." The mohair subsidy, the Post continued, "has held 
onto its single line in the budget appendices for 39 years, even though the General Accounting 
Office said the program long ago outlived its purpose and taxpayer interest groups of nearly 
every description have called for its elimination. Legislators predict it will survive again this 
year, although President Clinton has proposed capping payments more tightly." 

Previous "caps" were evaded without much difficulty. When a limit of $400,000 was 
placed on mohair subsidies in 1991, one Texan set up a partnership with four family members so 
that the total could exceed that cap and was thus able to pull the wool over the government's eyes 
and pick up more than $666,000. 

-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 


AMERICAN OPINION Government 
on the Take 


JOHN PERNA 


Private property falls victim to forfeiture laws 


The Drug Enforcement Administration means business! Big business! As a matter of fact, 
the DEA and other agencies have made government into a "one-stop shopping" headquarters for 
almost anything of value. Do you need a car? A boat? An airplane? How about the whole 
airstrip? A house? A mobile home? A hotel? A motel? An apartment building? A ranch? A 
store? A laboratory? There is literally no limit to what government has for sale. 

The reason for this is simple: According to the Comprehensive Forfeiture Act of 1984 the 
government may now seize -- without a warrant -- any property which it suspects has been used, 
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or is intended to be used, to commit a crime. The property may then either be auctioned off, with 
the money going to the agency making the seizure, or retained by the agency for its own use. 
Cars, yachts, houses, and other property are made available to individuals who work for the 
agencies, many of them undercover agents who have to be able to blend in with the millionaire 
drug kingpins and racketeers they are trying to nab. Since 1989, the federal government has 
reported receiving more than $2.2 billion in forfeited assets. 

It is a misconception that government agencies only seize property from drug dealers and 
criminals. According to the Comprehensive Forfeiture Act of 1984, the government may seize 
property without even alleging that a crime has been committed. About 80 percent of all property 
taken is lost by people who are never even charged with a crime. The allegation that the property 
was intended to be used in criminal activity is often sufficient. 

There are two types of forfeiture: civil and criminal. Criminal forfeiture operates in 
personam, meaning against the criminal defendant, while civil forfeiture operates in rem, 
meaning "against the thing." The guilt of a property owner is of no relevance in determining the 
outcome of a civil forfeiture case. The legal theory behind civil forfeiture cases operates upon the 
fictional premise that the property itself has committed a crime. These kinds of cases give 
prosecutors an obvious advantage, since the property has no rights. 

If the owner wishes to retrieve his property, he must take the government to court ina 
civil action, and thus bear the burden of proof. In the case where a crime has not been 
committed, the owner is required to demonstrate that he had no intent to use the property in a 
criminal act. In essence, the forfeited property is deemed "guilty" until the owner can prove it is 
innocent. The government dispenses with the procedural protection that is afforded in criminal 
matters by calling such a case a "civil" matter. 

The seizures can be done without any pre-seizure judicial review and without probable 
cause. However, by thoroughly searching the property they have seized, law enforcement 
officials can sometimes find probable cause for the issuance of a warrant. The constitutional 
protection against "unreasonable searches and seizures" has been cast aside. 

In fact, one crime might create two separate cases. One's car, plane, boat, or house may 
be "under arrest" in a criminal investigation. The owner may also be under arrest, but not 
necessarily. If someone other than the owner of the property commits the crime, this would still 
make the property "guilty," and thus subject to seizure from the innocent owner. 

Lucrative Business 

Seizure of private property has become so lucrative that competition has become fierce 
among agencies. In a given case, there may be agents of the DEA, the IRS, and Customs all 
vying for the seized goods. The defendant becomes the "only bone in a pen full of hungry dogs.' 
Bounties are paid to informers. State and local agencies are cut in. Even the Judicial system can 
get a cut. 

When a group benefits, all of the members of the group benefit. A government agency is 
no different. The chain reaction in the civil forfeiture scheme causes a "trickle down" of 
prosperity throughout an agency. Give an individual a way to benefit himself, make it legal, and 
he will never run out of reasons why it is good and proper. 

Prior to the Comprehensive Forfeiture Act of 1984, seizures of property had occurred 
under a few other statutes. The most prominent of these were RICO (Racketeer Influenced and 
Corrupt Organization Act), CCE (Continuing Criminal Enterprise), and the Comprehensive Drug 
Abuse Prevention and Control Act of 1970. These statutes resulted in fewer seizures than the 
Comprehensive Forfeiture Act for a very good reason: Unlike the earlier legislation, the 
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Comprehensive Forfeiture Act allowed the law enforcement agencies to keep what they seized. 
As might be expected, seizures increased radically. 

In 1971 the U.S. Supreme Court, in the case of United States vs. United States Coin & 
Currency, stated the obvious by declaring that it is a "fiction that inanimate objects themselves 
can be guilty of wrongdoing." But that common sense position was soon to be reversed. At 
almost the same time that this ruling was being prepared, Donovan and Loretta Olsan were in the 
process of leasing a yacht from the Pearson Yacht Leasing Company in Florida. Thirteen months 
later the yacht was seized by authorities after they found two marijuana cigarettes on board. 
Although the Pearson Yacht Leasing Company had not seen the boat during those 13 months, the 
Supreme Court ruled that the innocence of the owner is no defense to the forfeiture. Incredibly, 
the yacht itself was deemed guilty of the crime of having two marijuana cigarettes on board, and 
the yacht company lost the boat. 

Police State Tactics 

But since enactment of the 1984 Comprehensive Forfeiture Act, such property seizures 
have become all too common. Here are a few examples: 

* In 1985 Miguel Alvarez was charged with possession of cocaine with intent to 
distribute. His bond was posted by American Bankers Insurance Company in exchange for a 
mortgage on his home. Then the government seized the Alvarez home after agents found drugs 
in it. When Alvarez failed to appear for trial, American Bankers Insurance Company forfeited 
the $50,000 bond. The government received both the money and the house. The innocence of 
American Bankers Insurance Company in this case was not considered to be relevant. The house 
was deemed guilty. The collateral was gone. 

¢ Miss Ethel Hylton left New York City, planning to buy a house in a warmer climate. 
She carded her entire life's savings with her, which she had saved during her 20 years as a hotel 
housekeeper and a hospital night janitor. Along with a recent insurance settlement of $18,000, 
she had over $39,000. Upon her arrival in Houston, a DEA agent told Miss Hylton that she was 
under arrest because a drug dog had scratched at her baggage. Her baggage and purse were 
searched, and Miss Hylton herself was strip-searched, only to discover that she had no drugs. 
Nonetheless, the DEA took all but ten dollars of her life savings. Miss Hylton was never charged 
with a crime. 

(Uf you think that a "mistake" of this magnitude could never happen to you, think again! 
Dr. Jay Poupko of Toxicology Consultants Inc. in Miami, Florida tested U.S. currency from 
major cities for over a seven-year period. He found that 96 percent of the bills in his study tested 
positive for cocaine. Even the "drug contaminated" bills that are seized by government are 
simply deposited in the bank. One of these could be among those that you withdraw to buy your 
next plane ticket.) 

* In April 1989 sheriff's deputies from Louisiana's Jefferson Davis Parish took $23,000 
away from Johnny Sotello, a Mexican-American whose truck had broken down on the highway. 
They also seized his truck. Sotello was a buyer of heavy equipment and had numerous 
auctioneer's receipts to prove it, but police suspected another, more sinister explanation for the 
cash that Sotello was carrying: They had removed a door panel from Sotello's truck and found a 
space that they said could have been used to hide drugs. No drugs, however, were found. After 
two years of expensive legal battles, Sotello settled for the return of his truck and half of his 
money. Police kept $11,500 but never charged Sotello with a crime. 

* In 1992, law enforcement officials seized the Carolina Motel in Columbia, South 
Carolina because prostitutes had used the rooms to have illicit sex. Authorities also evicted the 
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owner, a 68-year-old widow named Janelle Williams, who lived on the premises. Mrs. Williams 
was never involved or implicated in the illegal activity. She is now living with a relative. Her 
motel, which has been left vacant and is still in the possession of the state, has been repeatedly 
vandalized. 

¢ Willie Jones is a nursery man from Nashville, Tennessee. When he has enough capital, 
he visits Houston to buy shrubs. Out-of-town checks are not popular there, so he brings cash. On 
one such occasion, after having bought his airline ticket with cash, the ticketing agent reported 
the transaction to the police as being suspect. What was suspicious? Willie Jones was black, had 
money, and was on his way to Houston -- a known "source" city for drugs. Police pruned Willie 
Jones of $9,600 even though he was never charged with a crime. He was told that in order to get 
his money back, he has to post a "bond" of an additional $900. 

* Dick Kaster is a fisherman with a story about the "one that got away" like no other 
fisherman has ever told. Unfortunately, Kaster's story is true. The lowa Department of Natural 
Resources charged Kaster with having caught three fish with a gill net, a misdemeanor in Iowa. 
Their evidence was that these fish had "net marks." Kaster says that most of the fish had "net 
marks" and that he caught the fish with a rod. But it was the state of Iowa that made the biggest 
catch of the day. Officers netted Kaster's boat, motor, and trailer. Even though this quarry was 
worth only about $6,000, the state spent another $100,000 defending the seizure. Kaster spent 
enough to restock several lakes. 

* Before they got into a "dog fight" with the DEA, Bill Munnerlyn and his wife Karon ran 
an air charter service in Las Vegas, Nevada. They had three prop-driven planes and a Lear Jet. In 
October 1989 Bill Munnerlyn flew to the Little Rock, Arkansas Airport to pick up a 74-year-old 
man claiming to be a banker named "Randy Sullivan." Munnerlyn had been told that "Sullivan" 
would fly back to Las Vegas to inspect the charter service and arrange a line of credit. His well 
dressed, distinguished looking passenger loaded four boxes on the plane which he said were 
financial records. But the DEA told Munnerlyn that his passenger had actually been Albert 
Wright -- a convicted drug trafficker. The boxes had contained almost $3 million in cash. The 
DEA took Munnerlyn's plane, tore it apart, and then offered to sell it back to him. No drugs were 
ever found and Munnerlyn was never charged with a crime. 

* Not even lawyer's fees are exempt from civil seizure. In 1985 Christopher Reckmeyer 
was indicted for drug importation and distribution. His assets were declared forfeitable under the 
Comprehensive Forfeiture Act. Even the fee due his lawyer was seized by the government. The 
lawyers representing Reckmeyer sued for their fee, and a U.S. district court sided with them, 
forcing the government to release the funds. 

The United States Court of Appeals further ruled that the Comprehensive Forfeiture Act 
of 1984 was unconstitutional because it did not exempt reasonable attorney fees. The United 
States Supreme Court, however, reversed this lower court decision, ruling that the act was 
constitutional. 

The result of this legal wrangling is that loss of fees by attorney's has become so common 
that many accused persons are running into difficulty in obtaining legal representation. In short, 
the Sixth Amendment, which protects a citizen's "right to an attorney," has been compromised 
under the Comprehensive Forfeiture Act of 1984. 

Under the Comprehensive Forfeiture Act of 1984, law enforcement officials now have the 
power to seize almost any kind of property imaginable. A government designation of any object 
as "illegal" makes it "contraband." "Contraband" is usually thought of as an item which has no 
legal use. Items in this category currently include illegal drugs, guns, smuggled goods, liquor, 
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gambling devices, and any other item for which possession is a crime. 

The governmental act of defining a thing as "contraband" now sets into motion an entire 
new engine for the destruction of all sons of property rights. Each article identified as contraband 
taints ever expanding categories of other property. The category identified as "derivative 
contraband" includes property used to manufacture, store, or transport contraband. This was the 
earliest legal expansion away from contraband itself. Originally derivative contraband only 
included items which were used exclusively for illegal purposes, such as liquor stills or drug 
laboratories. The term now includes practically everything the contraband touches, such as cars, 
boats, airplanes, and real estate. 

More recently, the category known as "proceeds" has been added to what can be 
considered seizable. This was originally only the cash that the government found at the same 
time contraband was seized. But now DEA agents are stationed in major airports for the purpose 
of seizing any large amounts of cash that any passenger might be carrying. The allegation will, of 
course, be that such large amounts were "intended to be used" to purchase contraband. The 
victim of the seizure will naturally be "guilty" of "intent" unless he can prove himself innocent. 

"Derivative Proceeds" 

The most recent category identified by government as contraband is "derivative 
proceeds." Included in this grouping is practically anything of value that is not covered by the 
other designations. Derivative proceeds may include stocks, bank accounts, real estate, art, 
antiques, or jewels. The theory behind the seizure of such items is that they must have been 
obtained with the proceeds of the criminal enterprise. By seizing all such proceeds, law 
enforcement officials can even deny a defendant the means to post bond or hire a lawyer. Such a 
seizure can result in the total destruction of an individual's assets, removing all means of defense 
or resistance. 

The rippling domino effect of one object "tainting" another is grandiose by itself. When 
the vague allegations concerning an item's "intended use" are added, it becomes 
incomprehensible. 

The fact that the burden of proof has been placed on the owner demonstrates that the 
most serious limitation of the government's ability to seize property is its own audacity. With 
government's audacity seemingly increasing at an exponential rate, the question must now be 
asked: Does an item of property exist which cannot be confiscated by government? 


The confiscation of the property of law-abiding citizens without probable cause and without 
even proof of intent to commit a crime circumvents the Fourth Amendment to the U.S. 
Constitution, which is remarkably clear on the subject of seizure: 

The right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers, and effects, against 

unreasonable searches and seizures, shall not be violated, and no warrants shall 

issue but upon probable cause, supported by oath or affirmation, and particularly 

describing the place to be searched, and the persons or things to be seized. 

The American judicial system has traditionally been very careful as to what may be 
legally accepted as proof of "intent." Common sense dictates that it is very difficult to clearly 
prove anything conclusively about the thoughts of another human being. 

Another hallmark of the American judicial system has been the requirement that the 
"burden of proof" be borne by whoever is making the accusation. This means that the accused is 
always considered "innocent until proven guilty." Thus, the strict definition of "proof of intent" 
works to the advantage of the accused. 

But the Comprehensive Forfeiture Act treats the forfeiture as a civil matter, and the 
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seized property is treated as though it is already legally owned by the government. The "former 
owner" is then given the role of "plaintiff" and expected to prove that he has not had any criminal 
intentions with regard to the property. With the burden of proof shifted from the state to the 
original owner, the inherent difficulty associated with finding "proof of intent" becomes a kiss of 
death to the property owner. 

The complete disregard of the Fourth Amendment protection against "unreasonable 
searches and seizures" and the destruction of the requirement for warrants is made much more 
serious when one understands the protection that was intended by the words "probable cause, 
supported by oath or affirmation, and particularly describing the place to be searched, and the 
person or things to be seized." 

Criteria for a Search 

A recognition of what is now being accepted by law enforcement officers as "probable 
cause" for the initiation of a search would make our Founding Fathers turn over in their graves: 

* Some states say that it is suspicious to be among the first people off an airplane, 
because that shows you are in a hurry. Some states say that it is suspicious to be among the last 
people off the plane, because that shows you are trying to look unconcerned. Other states say that 
it is suspicious to be in the middle of the group leaving the plane, because that shows you are 
trying to lose yourself in the crowd. 

* You are in danger of being suspect if you are traveling to or from a drug "source city." 
It makes little difference that many cities big enough to have airports are now classified as 
"source cities." 

¢ If a drug dog barks, wags his tail, sits down, or paws when he is near you or your 
luggage, you will most likely be searched. Little matter that your bag has been in an air-tight 
luggage compartment with another bag that did indeed hold marijuana, causing your bag to smell 
like marijuana. 

¢ Agents are trained to spot people who are dressed better than their "class." Folks with 
jewels, gold chains, pagers, and cellular phones are targets. Being black, Hispanic, or Asian 
makes them even more suspect. 

* Not looking at a policeman as you walk by, or staring at a policeman will both arouse 
suspicions. 

¢ Walking too rapidly or too slowly may make you prime for a search. 

Preserving the balance of power between the states and the federal government has long been 
an objective of the defenders of the American constitutional system. The principles of "checks 
and balances" and "diffusion of powers" are easily recognizable as a part of the cement that holds 
together this fortress of freedom. 

Conversely, the centralization of all power is a certain recipe for tyranny. It is not 
difficult to find persons of all political perspectives who are alarmed about the centralization of 
power in our own federal government. Much more rarely do we find persons with a clear 
understanding of a far more frightening global centralization. 

The idea that a foreign power has anything at all to do with the making of laws inside the 
United States might come as a shock to the average U.S. citizen. Even the recognition that one is 
dealing with a foreign power can be disguised by keeping the government in its familiar form 
and location and by limiting the numbers of foreign nationals who receive publicity. 

One of the goals of the United Nations is the "modification of national legislation" 
through the promulgation of "model legislation," which the UN refers to as "conventions." UN 
conventions are offered to the nations of the world to be ratified in the form of treaties. 
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Empowering the UN 

The United States has signed all three UN conventions which have been promulgated 
under the stated goal of combating narcotics and psychotropic substances. The first of these was 
the 1961 Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs which obliged signers to confiscate things 
"intended" to be used in violation of the provisions of the convention. 

That first convention was strengthened and clarified in 1971 with the passage of the 
Convention on Psychotropic Substances. 

The most recent of the conventions, the 1988 United Nations Convention Against Illicit 
Traffic in Narcotic Drugs and Psychotropic Substances, includes an entire article dealing with 
the taking of property by government. Article 5 states, in part: 

1. Each Party shall adopt such measures as may be necessary to enable confiscation of: 

(a) Proceeds derived from offences established in accordance with article 
3, paragraph 1, or property the value of which corresponds to that of such 
proceeds; 

(b) Narcotic drugs and psychotropic substance, materials and equipment or 
other instrumentalities used in or intended for use in any manner in offences 
established in accordance with article 3, paragraph 1. 

2. Each Party shall also adopt such measures as may be necessary to 
enable its competent authorities to identify, trace, and freeze or seize proceeds, 
property, instrumentalities or any other things referred to in paragraph I of this 
article, for the purpose of eventual confiscation. 

3. In order to carry out the measure referred to in this article, each Party 
shall empower its courts or other competent authorities to order that bank, 
financial or commercial records be made available or be seized. 

It is frightening to realize that some of our nation's laws are currently being formulated 
by foreign powers. Even more frightening are the provisions which could ultimately lead to the 
enforcement of these laws by "international police." Consider the following provisions from 
Article 5: 

(b) When acting on the request of another Party in accordance with this article, a Party 

may give special consideration to concluding agreements on: 

(i) Contributing the value of such proceeds and property, or funds derived 
from the sale of such proceeds or property, or a substantial part thereof, to 
intergovernmental bodies specializing in the fight against illicit traffic in and 
abuse of narcotic drugs and psychotropic substances; 

(ii) Sharing with other Parties, on a regular or case-by-case basis, such 
proceeds or property, or funds derived from the sale of such proceeds or property, 
in accordance with its domestic law, administrative procedures or bilateral or 
multilateral agreements entered into for this purpose. 

Some conclusions should be obvious from the wording of these provisions. The phrase 
"contributing the value of such proceeds and property" introduces the concept of direct 
international taxation. The reference to "intergovernmental bodies specializing in the fight 
against illicit traffic" leaves little doubt that an international police force will ultimately be 
created under the auspices of this treaty. 

Although seizures of property had occurred earlier in the U.S. under other statutes (such as the 
Comprehensive Drug Abuse Prevention and Control Act of 1970), civil forfeiture did not 
become a "feeding frenzy" until the Comprehensive Forfeiture Act of 1984. Since then the courts 
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have generally found excuses to strengthen the government's position with each new case. It 
appeared as though the only limit to what could be done was the appetite of those who were 
benefiting from the flow of booty. But now there are indications that the tide could be turning. 

The original text of the Comprehensive Drug Abuse Prevention and Control Act of 1970 
included a provision protecting the rights of "innocent owners." This provision, however, had 
simply been written out of the law by the unchallenged interpretation of another provision in the 
same law, the "relation back" provision. The "relation back" doctrine provided that "all right, 
title and interest in the property ... shall vest in the United States upon commission of the act 
giving rise to forfeiture...." This provision had been stretched to the point of doing away with the 
rights of innocent owners. 

In the case of the United States vs. 92 Buena Vista Avenue the government argued that a 
New Jersey home could be taken away from a law-abiding citizen. Miss Beth Ann Goodwin had 
bought her home in 1982 with money given to her by her boyfriend, Joseph Anthony Brenna, 
who lived with her in the house until 1987. In 1989 the government seized the house from Ms. 
Goodwin, saying that the money Brenna had given to her had been made from the sale of drugs. 

The government argued that Beth Ann Goodwin's innocence was not relevant because (in 
the government's view) she had never actually been the owner. They argued that, under the 
"relation back" doctrine, the title had already been vested in the United States since the time 
when the house had been bought with the "tainted" money. 

But the Supreme Court disagreed, ruling that the government could not take the house 
unless Ms. Goodwin was unable to prove that she had no knowledge that the gift had come from 
drug sales. The burden of proof was still placed upon Ms. Goodwin. 

Justices Scalia and Thomas went a step further by asserting that there was no proper basis 
for concluding that Ms. Goodwin must assume the burden of proof. 

Restoring Property Rights 

Although the possibilities presented by the above information are alarming indeed, as 
Americans we are not without hope. Our Constitution precludes the intrusion of the federal 
government -- or international powers -- into the affairs of private citizens. Remedies to 
unconstitutional forfeitures might include requirements that: 

¢ All government seizures be conducted only after a hearing before a neutral and 
detached judge and jury. 

* Seizures be subject to the ultimate conviction of the owner of the forfeited property. 

* Persons and agencies responsible bear civil liability for damages to victims of seizures 
which are made without warrants or without probable cause. 

¢ A crime must have been committed before a seizure may be sustained. This would 
mean the repudiation of any seizure based merely on the allegation of an intended use. (Actual 
contraband, for which mere possession is a crime, would not be affected.) 

* Forfeiture of property be defined as a part of the punishment, with the requirement that 
the punishment fit the crime, not the financial portfolio of the accused. This would mean strict 
adherence to Amendment VIII of the U.S. Constitution, which requires: "Excessive bail shall not 
be required, nor excessive fines imposed, nor cruel and unusual punishments inflicted." At 
present it is possible to lose any amount of value over the smallest offense. 

* Innocent third parties be fully compensated for any loss. 

* Government accept the burden of proof of criminal guilt on the part of the owner. 

Although the Supreme Court has demonstrated its lack of inclination toward upholding 
the Constitution, as Americans we still have the ultimate control of our nation through the ballot 
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box. We must elect true patriots to Congress who will repeal every law destructive to our 
Republic, including those laws that authorize unconstitutional seizures. In addition, an informed 
population is one of the best defenses against an encroaching government. An educational 
campaign could create demand for some effective remedies to unconstitutional government 
seizures, such as those cited above. The time to start is now! 


DID YOU KNOW? 


¢ Montana Madness. Residents of the ranching communities of southeastern Montana are in an 
uproar over treatment given to Paul and Rosie Berger by federal officials. At 6:00 a.m. on March 
24th at least 20 armed law enforcement agents, led by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the 
U.S. Bureau of Land Management, descended upon the ranch of the elderly couple after 
receiving an anonymous tip that the couple was poisoning bald eagles, a misdemeanor in the 
federal regulatory code. 

After trampling gates and fences, sealing off area roads, and confiscating the couple's two 
pickup trucks and some farm chemicals, the officials left. The Bergers still have not been 
charged with a crime, and the couple's 1988 and 1990 model Chevy pickup trucks, seized 
because federal officials suspected they may have been used to transport dead eagles, have not 
been returned. 

Interestingly, even though a local reporter was barred from entering the ranch 
immediately after the raid and the local sheriff's office was not notified of the raid for what were 
termed "security reasons," a CNN television news crew accompanied the agents on the raid. 

¢ Ocie Mills Update. Ocie and Carey Mills did not win a reversal of the 21-month federal 
prison sentence they served for violations of federal wetlands regulations. But the civil suit that 
the father-son team initiated amounted to a moral victory when federal judge Roger Vinson 
unleashed a verbal attack against the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. The Army Corps' 
mishandling of the 1989 Mills convictions presented "disturbing implications" which were 
"worthy of Alice in Wonderland," according to the district court judge. Vinson also decried the 
current legal climate where "a landowner who places clean fill dirt on a plot of subdivided dry 
land may be imprisoned for the statutory felony offense of ‘discharging pollutants into the 
navigable waters of the United States."" 

¢ The GM Pickup Safety Record. Nearly everyone knows that NBC-TV's Dateline program 
rigged a General Motors pickup truck with an "incendiary device" to insure that the side-saddle 
gas tank would ignite during a made-for-television crash test. But hardly anyone knows that GM 
pickups like the one used in that crash are not significantly more dangerous than those 
manufactured by Ford and Dodge. In fact, GM trucks are safer than the average passenger car, 
and much safer than Toyota light trucks. Using U.S. government statistics, Walter Olson of the 
Manhattan Institute revealed that there are 1.51 fatal crashes in GM pickup trucks per 10,000 
vehicle years, as compared to 1.45 for Ford and 1.16 for Dodge. On the other hand, there were 
1.65 fatal crashes per 10,000 vehicle years for all passenger cars and 2.35 for Toyota light trucks. 

¢ Thorough Debate? Reed Larson, president of the National Right to Work Committee, was 
recently shut out of House committee hearings on "Striker Replacement" legislation (H.R. 5), 
which would ban the practice of hiring permanent replacements for workers out on strike. 
According to Larson, who opposes the bill, it is the flagship legislation of big labor in the current 
Congress. 

As head of America's leading organization fighting forced unionization, Larson 
denounced the hearings and predicted easy passage of the legislation in the House and a close 
battle in the Senate. 
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¢ Slack Security. The end of the Cold War may be leading to an increasingly casual attitude 
toward national security. According to the April 13th Washington Times, three "peace activists" 
were able to deface one of the fast attack submarines being built for the Navy by a Virginia 
company. Worse still, after they had disarmed two cruise missiles, spilled red paint on a third, 
spray-painted other parts on the vessel, hung up banners, and posted a five-page indictment 
against President Clinton, no one showed up to arrest them. In desperation, the three vandals had 
to seek out an employee, who finally called the police. 

¢ Soaking the Other Rich. Although Bill Clinton wants to raise the tax rate on those with 
incomes over $200,000, the Wall Street Journal recently reported that the Clintons have 
successfully dodged that higher tax rate. Normally partners in Hillary Clinton's law firm are paid 
at the end of January, but by quitting at the end of 1992 and getting all of her salary in the 1992 
tax year, Hillary squeezed "almost two years' compensation into one year," according to the 
firm's managing partner Ron Clark. Because Hillary Clinton quit her law firm on December 31st 
of last year instead of January |st of this year, the first family saved between $2,500 and $5,000 
they otherwise would have paid under the President's tax increase plan, an editorial in the April 
22nd Journal noted. 

¢ McGovern Slowly Evolves. George McGovern appears a little more weary of imposing 
additional regulatory burdens upon businesses now that he has stopped feeding at the public 
trough. In a recent column for the Washington Times, the former Democratic senator from South 
Dakota recalled: "It was only after I left politics and purchased a restaurant and hotel that I 
appreciated this need ... to 'run' as fast as I could just to maintain the business." 

On the issue of government-managed health care, McGovern noted that "businesses have 
real limitations on what they can charge for products or services. When government is unmindful 
of these dynamics, it often means loss of employment for those we seek to help." 

But don't conclude that McGovern has rejected his lifelong adherence to big government. 
Although he appears hesitant to place the total burden of a government-managed health care 
system upon businesses, the 1972 Democratic presidential nominee flatly stated, "Not one 
American should be denied access to health care." 

¢ $10,000 for One Cent. Las Vegas libertarian Eric Klein has found a novel way to make a 
point about the phoniness of President Clinton's "budget cuts." Klein has offered to give the U.S. 
Treasury $10,000 if the President can cut federal spending by just one cent. Klein is, of course, 
not worried about having to pay up. 

-- THOMAS R. EDDLEM 


LETTERS OF THE REPUBLIC Learning From 
Los Angeles 

LA Justice: Lessons From the Firestorm, by Robert L. Vernon, Colorado Springs, CO: Focus 
on the Family Publishing, 224 pages, hardcover, $18.00. Available from General Birch Services 
Corp., P.O. Box 8040, Appleton, WI 54913. Add $2.00 for postage and handling. 

As go the major cities of a country, warns former LAPD Assistant Chief Robert Vernon, 
so goes the nation. The city of Los Angeles, which he served in uniform for nearly 40 years, has 
been a key indicator of the direction America is taking. "Los Angeles," says Vernon in LA 
Justice, "is a sort of weather vane that gives us a forecast of the nation's future. Like it or not, 
trends often surface in LA that are destined to sweep the nation." 

Hardly a comforting thought, but a hard truth nonetheless, that must be confronted by all 
people of good will concerned with preserving our "one nation under God, with liberty and 
justice for all." To be sure, no nation, including our own, has ever truly achieved that ideal. It is 
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certain, however, that the course we are taking toward societal devolution and complete social 
disintegration is leading us ever further from that ideal. In fact, if the descent into chaos in our 
cities is not stopped and reversed, no one, and no community, will be safe. Simply abandoning 
our urban centers to lawlessness and decay, and seeking refuge in the relative safety and 
tranquility of suburban, small-town, or rural America, will provide, at best, only temporary relief 
to those who flee. As Chief Vernon ably illustrates with examples from his own experience, the 
alarming social ills afflicting our cities -- drugs, gangs, violent crime, racial turmoil, riots, family 
breakdown, etc. -- are also being found with greater frequency in communities and remote areas 
formerly thought to be "safe" from such influences. 

The destruction of our cities, however, holds greater perils than the risk of falling victim 
to marauding gangs or the danger of one's children falling victim to the scourge of drug abuse. 
The unleashing of anarchy and corruption, if continued, portend an end to our constitutional 
republic. As the urban areas become "ungovernable," fearful citizens will look to Washington to 
"restore order." Local government will be swept aside, or will become merely an administrative 
unit in the Fedgov leviathan. That is happening already to a frightening degree. 

Vortex of Destruction 

Chief Robert Vernon's LA Justice provides an invaluable look into the movements, 
trends, individuals, organizations, and events that are pushing and pulling our society into the 
vortex of destruction. It is the most insightful postmortem yet available on the Los Angeles riot 
of 1992, and goes a long way toward dispelling and exposing the mass of misinformation, lies, 
and distortions that have surrounded the Rodney King arrest and the alleged "culture of violence' 
in the Los Angeles Police Department. But this book is not just about Rodney King and the riots. 
It is about far more than that. Vernon has skillfully combined his four decades of police 
experience, together with the advantage of perspective gained from his post as second in 
command of the LAPD, to limn both the details and the broad outlines of the dynamics and the 
players involved in setting off last year's rampage of murder, looting, and destruction. 

If you are one of the millions of Americans who are alarmed and frustrated over the 
seemingly incomprehensible and insoluble spiral of violence ravaging not only Los Angeles but 
most of our society, you will find that LA Justice lifts the veil of confusion concerning both the 
specific agents and the broader root causes of the "crisis." 

The conflagration that erupted in the wake of the first "LAPD/Rodney King" trial did not 
just "happen." It was not, as we have been told so often, a spontaneous outburst of rage from an 
oppressed people. It was a made-to-order incendiary event that was planned and primed by 
high-level political arsonists in public office, the media, and so-called "civil rights" 
organizations. It was the culmination of a decades-long campaign by subversive elements to 
destabilize American society and cripple local law enforcement. If George Holliday's video 
recording of Rodney King's arrest had not appeared when it did to help ignite the carefully 
constructed tinderbox, other sparks would have been exploited to start the inferno. Of that you 
may be certain. 

As a resident of the Los Angeles area during the critical 1970s and '80s, I witnessed 
firsthand and close-up the diabolical machinations of the revolutionary cabal that now controls 
Los Angeles and much of Southern California. Over a period of ten years I attended numerous 
meetings and programs of the Communist Party, Revolutionary Communist Party, Socialist 
Workers Party, Progressive Labor Party, National Lawyers Guild, the American Civil Liberties 
Union, and the many adjuncts and front groups of these organizations that networked with City 
Hall, the Hollywood left, self-appointed "community activists," and the LA power media. This 
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subversive network has been working overtime for many years to create the combustible 
conditions they now claim to deplore. 

Vernon's LA Justice is the first attempt by a major figure in the Los Angeles drama to 
trace the long-term campaign of the subversive network and to expose its function in producing 
the riots. The chapters on the Christopher Commission, "gay rights," the crusade against the 
police department's leadership, and the sustained attack on the LAPD's Intelligence Division will 
be especially enlightening to most readers. Would that these chapters were longer to more fully 
delineate the roles played by Mayor Tom Bradley; City Councilmen Zev Yaroslavsky, Michael 
Woo (now the leading candidate to replace Bradley as mayor), and Mark Ridley-Thomas; Police 
Commission chairman and ACLU leader Stanley Sheinbaum; Congresswoman Maxine Waters; 
professional black agitator Danny Bakewell and his racist Brotherhood Crusade; malcontent and 
revolutionary "wanna-be" Michael Zinzun; Insider attorney Warren Christopher (now secretary 
of state); and ACLU apparatchiks Ramona Ripston, Linda Valentino, and Michael Balter. These 
individuals, working together with the Los Angeles Times, other organs of the Los Angeles 
media, and the subversive network laid the groundwork for the 1992 eruption, and many of them 
actually were key players in inciting the riots. 

Root of the Problem 

In part two of his book, Chief Vernon focuses on what he sees as the five "root causes" of 
the LA riots and the breakdown of society in general: the abandonment of our children, 
hedonism, loss of conscience, neglect of principles, and arrogant elitism. 

Parents who put careers and material gain ahead of family receive a blistering. As Vernon 
sees it, "In many cases, the argument that both parents in a two-parent home need outside work is 
only a rationalization. They may truly need more income to pay for the standard of living they've 
adopted -- by choice. Their monthly bills may exceed the income of one wage earner. But my 
thesis is that many of those bills are discretionary and not true necessities." 

The hedonist impulse is an extension of that same principle of putting ego gratification 
first and is manifested in the rampant drug and alcohol abuse, sexual promiscuity, marital 
infidelity, homosexuality, and unrestrained pursuit of pleasure that are shredding the social fabric 
of our civilization. The loss of conscience and neglect of principles is producing a frightening 
generation of "moral flatliners," individuals who can commit the most heinous of crimes without 
the slightest twinge of remorse, pity, or guilt. Vernon cites the growing roll call of conscienceless 
young hoods who cavalierly blow away completely innocent bystanders, and laugh about it. He 
charges with arrogant elitism those political leaders who are more interested in perpetuating their 
own power and getting reelected than in serving the people they were elected to serve. 

Deserved Criticism 

One troubling aspect of Chief Vernon's book is his treatment of, and his role in, the 
LAPD's response to the pro-life actions of Operation Rescue. "In the recent past," he wrote, "I 
had taken a lot of criticism over the department's enforcement action against Operation Rescue 
.... Lagree with Operation Rescue's goal of saving the lives of unborn babies, but I disagree with 
some of the organization's methods." Frankly, on this issue, he was deserving of criticism. 
Officers under his command, in carrying out the dictates of the "liberal" City Hall to break 
Operation Rescue, brutalized praying men, women, and children whose only crime was to 
passively block abortion chambers so that innocent unborn babies might be saved. 

"My main argument for not treating pro-life demonstrators with special arrest procedures 
is consistency," says the former assistant chief. "I have told them that the LAPD has a consistent 
record in dealing with demonstrators who use the tactic of passive resistance. Integrity mandates 
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that all those who use civil disobedience to make their statement get the same treatment." But 
this explanation fails on several counts. First of all, the pro-life rescuers did not receive the 
"same treatment" as other demonstrators. The LAPD has allowed its officers to use nunchuckas, 
a martial arts weapon, only twice; both times these instruments were used against Operation 
Rescue. As a journalist with an LAPD press pass, I have witnessed and photographed many 
LAPD arrests of violent demonstrators who have assaulted the police with bottles, clubs, rocks, 
and other dangerous weapons. In every instance I have witnessed, the police have responded 
admirably, using the appropriate levels of counterforce; but once the assailants were disarmed 
and cuffed, the officers discontinued administering force. In the case of Operation Rescue, LA 
police officers beat, kicked, and broke the bones of completely passive, peaceful Christians. 

These grievous offenses have been videotaped by many different cameramen and provide 
a far more damning indictment of the officers involved than the Rodney King video purports to 
show. But radical LA City Councilmen Woo and Yaroslavsky, who registered volcanic outrage 
over the "excessive force" used in the subjugation of ex-convict Rodney King, uttered not a peep 
in protest over the clear use of brutal force against the nonviolent pro-lifers. In fact, Woo and 
Yaroslavsky can be seen in the videos gleefully cheering from the sidelines as the Rescuers 
writhe and scream in pain from the brutal treatment. 

Ironically, it was Woo and Yaroslavsky -- acting at the behest of their 
ACLU-abortionist-homosexual-feminist-communist constituents -- who drafted the 
get-tough-on-Rescue policy that their arch-enemy, Bob Vernon, continues to defend. This same 
diabolic duo led the chorus of perverts and subversives who hounded Vernon unmercifully with 
a vicious campaign of hate, claiming he was an "unrepentant homophobe" and a born-again 
fundamentalist Christian who was unethically using his position to promote a Christian "God 
Squad" on the police force. 

-- WILLIAM F. JASPER 


LETTERS OF THE REPUBLIC Political 
Science 

Sound and Fury: The Science and Politics of Global Warming, by Patrick J. Michaels, 
Washington, DC: Cato Institute, 1992, 196 pages, paperback, $11.95. Available from General 
Birch Services Corp., P.O. Box 8040, Appleton, WI 54913. Add $2.00 for postage and handling. 

The popular vision, put forth by environmentalists, of an apocalypse caused by global 
warming is unwarranted, Dr. Patrick Michaels convincingly concludes in Sound and Fury. The 
book is drawn from Dr. Michaels' lecture series at the University of Virginia, where he is an 
associate professor of environmental sciences. Dr. Michaels has served for 12 years as the 
Virginia State climatologist, is a former president of the American Association of State 
Climatologists, and also serves as senior fellow in environmental studies at the Cato Institute. 

The Greenhouse Effect 

Michaels explains that the atmosphere surrounding the earth is the blanket that provides 
the "greenhouse" that prevents temperatures from shooting up to over 200° F during the day and 
then plummeting to -270° F during the night. We need the greenhouse effect. It is an allegedly 
enhanced greenhouse effect, which has come to be known as "global warming," that is the villain 
in the environmental morality play. 

Though water vapor is by far the most prevalent of the greenhouse gases, carbon dioxide 
(CO2) has been dubbed by eco-fanatics as evil because it can be linked to man. (Yet, even here, 
the actual figures detract from the doomsayers' arguments: As noted in Dr. Dixy Lee Ray's latest 
book, Environmental Overkill, while man may contribute seven billion tons of CO2 a year to the 
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atmosphere, nature alone kicks in as much as 200 billion tons annually.) Moreover, Michaels 
points out that even if all the COz2 were removed from the earth's atmosphere the drop in the 
temperature on the surface of the earth would be only about five percent of that caused by all 
greenhouse gases, or 2.7° F. Compared to today, atmospheric CO? has actually been in greater 
concentrations throughout most of history, says the professor. 

Such facts do not deter would-be world-climate rulers. Since Michaels' book was 
published, President Clinton has committed the U.S. to bringing COz levels to the level of 1990 
and will, following George Bush's lead, pump huge amounts of greenbacks into the UN's Global 
Environmental Facility to help enforce the climate treaty. 

Suitable for Virginia's climatologist, Michaels observes that Thomas Jefferson himself 
recorded temperatures at Monticello twice a day for seven years, during 1810-1816; the data 
shows that the mean temperature was about 1° F colder than today, or approximately the same as 
when official records started a century ago. Protecting us from more of this "warming" in the 
future, according to an estimate of the Electric Power Research Institute, could cost more than $5 
trillion. 

Exaggeration as Tactic 

The green idea, however, is to exaggerate the dangers of global warming in order to 
justify anti-capitalist regulation -- even worldwide shackles. Hyperbole is about all that is real in 
arguing toward this end. The Information Please Almanac, for example, includes a piece by 
Stephen Schneider, one of the foremost mouthpieces for the global warming phenomenon, who 
calls for a "war on underdevelopment, overpopulation, over-affluence and environmental 
damage," swapping the sale of armaments for green concerns, and shifting from "short-term 
national interests toward long-term global survival." 

As author Michaels points out, Schneider manages to convey the impression that any 
warmer "models" (read theories) about the future provide accurate information; on the other 
hand, confronted with up-to-date cooler models, Schneider says those are not credible. 

Schneider, of the National Center for Atmospheric Research, has provided examples of 
his idea of fairness, including a statement in the Boston Globe last year. Speaking about the 
enhanced greenhouse/global-warming theory, he said that it is "journalistically irresponsible to 
present both sides as though it were a question of balance." Elsewhere, Schneider admitted that 
"we have to get some broad-based support, to capture the public's imagination. That, of course, 
entails getting loads of media coverage. So we have to offer up scary scenarios, make simplified, 
dramatic statements, and make little mention of any doubts we might have. This 'double ethical 
bind' that we frequently find ourselves in cannot be solved by any formula. Each 'of us has to 
decide what the right balance is between being effective and being honest." 

It is interesting to note that in 1971, Schneider wrote with a different approach, stating in 
a paper: "Temperatures do not increase in proportion to an atmospheric increase in CO2 .... Even 
an eight-fold increase over present levels might warm earth's surface less than 2 degrees 
Centigrade, and this is highly unlikely in the next several thousand years." 

Temperatures Rising 

For a variety of reasons, as Dr. Michaels predicts, the temperature records will go up -- 
one reason being that the numbers of people will increase around places where temperatures are 
taken. Moreover, he expects that there may come an illusion of a rapid temperature rise when the 
ash from Mr. Pinatubo dissipates and there is a strong reoccurrence of E/ Nifio (the warming 
waters in the Pacific). This would bring on more calls for global warming prevention. To do that, 
in the author's words, would take "the greatest centrally planned social engineering experiment in 
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history." 

In discussing the earth's rising temperatures, Michaels notes that the temperatures in 
Washington, DC have been rising rapidly since the 1920s, "and the warming is concurrent with 
the growth of the federal government. In fact, the mean January temperature measured at the 
urbanized Washington National Airport is now warmer than that measured at the rural Leander 
McCormick observatory, some 100 miles to the south. Although there are many uncertainties in 
the study of climatic change, one thing we are sure of is that Washington, DC did not move 100 
miles south. Instead, the infrastructure that goes with economic activity (in Washington it might 
be the waste heat from all that money changing hands) warmed it up." 

Can you imagine a reputable scientist saying that the observed data "don't matter," and 
being reputable thereafter? But that is exactly what was said in 1991 (and repeated and stressed) 
by a scientist from the United Kingdom Meteorological Office. Speaking of pending United 
Nations action, Chris Folland went on to explain that "we are not basing our recommendations 
upon the data; we're basing them upon the climate models." Such models have been shown to be 
mighty shaky. 

Those interested in facts should take note that they do not fit with the apocalypse. In the 
Southern (less populated) Hemisphere, according to the popular vision, there should be less and 
slower warming; yet this is not the case. The Northern Hemisphere, on the other hand, should 
have much greater changes if the fear-mongering is correct. But there has been no net warming 
in this hemisphere in more than a half-century. In the often alluded-to six warmest years in the 
record, all in the 1980s, the Centigrade temperature in the Northern Hemisphere was less than 
two-tenths of a degree higher than elsewhere in the record. 

Professor Michaels points out: "An interesting response can usually be elicited by asking, 
"How warm were those years in the 1980s?' The common retort is that they were 2° C to 4° C 
(3.6° F to 7.2° F) warmer than before and that the ice caps are melting. In fact, most apocalyptics 
are incredulous when they learn that there has been so little warming and that the Greenland ice 
sheet -the largest glacier in the Northern Hemisphere -- is growing." 

Politics and Propaganda 

On the debit side: The lack of an index measurably reduces this book's usefulness. That 
of course is a quibble for the publisher. Heavier on scientific material than is usual in 
popularized writings on such a subject, Sound and Fury is at times demanding to the lay reader, 
and indices are salutary for subsequent referencing. 

However, one chapter in particular is an exception to the emphasis on science per se. 
Chapter ten, "Political Science," puts the issue into its public context and by itself is worth the 
price of the book. 

Here one finds vaunted ecologist Paul Ehrlich predicting (in 1970) that famine in 
America during the 1980s would result in 65 million deaths. That estimate (and you can see 
Michaels smiling as he writes this) was "off by 65 million. An additional 60 million dieted 
during that period." 

Sound and Fury chastises the media hype so prevalent with coverage of environmental 
issues. When USA Today, for instance, ran a front-page story about hot weather attributed to 
global warming, the paper refused a scientist's request that it run a box, as it does with so many 
of its stories, showing the actual temperature record. This was deemed "too complicated" for 
readers. Sound and Fury includes such a chart and suggests that the newspaper refused to run a 
graphic because it showed no apocalyptic trend. 

Should one think that stories about media exaggerations are themselves exaggerated, a 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


selection of headlines from the Washington Post and the New York Times reminds us how 
Chicken Little-like the press really has been. Consider: "Algae Bloom Possible First Sign of 
Global Environmental Catastrophe," "The Greenhouse Effect is the Moral Equivalent of the Cold 
War," and "Soon Maine Will Look like the Great Plains, Thanks to Global Warming." 

We see then-Senator Al Gore's call for self-censorship so journalists do not undermine 
political support for radical environmentalists. CNN's environmental director, Barbara Pyle, 
more than fills Gore's bill as she acknowledged she switched from being an objective journalist 
to an advocate, and admitted in a speech in Minneapolis in 1990 that "I feel I'm here on this 
planet to work in television, to be the little subversive person in television." 

The Public Broadcasting System refused to air nationally a documentary revealing the 
truth about global warming. After numerous programs on the other side, PBS deemed The 
Greenhouse Conspiracy biased. Fables about, say, the war-related fires in Kuwait don't seem to 
bother the propagandists after they don't pan out: According to CNN, millions were going to 
starve as a result of the Gulf War blazes, while on the Today Show a high-priced anchor 
suggested that the fires combined with the greenhouse effect would raise the temperature of the 
earth a full 10 degrees. 

Compared to the two main political parties with two million donors and $90 million in 
donations, the top six environmental groups in 1988 had a donor base of more than ten million 
and contributions in excess of $300 million. But the activists need the lawmakers to drop the 
legal hammer. 

Sound and Fury alone cannot halt the propaganda wielded by the environmental 
activist-statist alliance, but it should help blunt its impact. Given the proper educational climate, 
truth -- like warm air -- eventually rises. 

-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 


Pesticide Perspective 

"Of all dietary pesticides, 99.99 percent are natural," writes Dr. Bruce Ames in the 
Winter 1993 issue of Priorities, the quarterly publication of the American Council on Science 
and Health. Dr. Ames, professor of biochemistry and molecular biology at the University of 
California-Berkeley, notes that such natural toxins "are produced by plants to defend themselves 
against fungi and animal predators." He estimates that "on average Americans ingest roughly 
5,000 to 10,000 different natural pesticides and their breakdown products. Americans eat an 
estimated 1500 mg of natural pesticides per person per day, which is about 10,000 times more 
than they consume of synthetic pesticide residues." 

Undue concern about synthetic pesticides has led to restrictions on their use. But Dr. 
Ames observes that synthetic pesticides "have markedly lowered the cost of plant foods, thus 
making them more available to consumers." He further states, "Eating more fruits and vegetables 
is thought to be the best way to lower risks from cancer and heart disease other than giving up 
smoking; our vitamins, antioxidants, and fiber come from plants and are important 
anti-carcinogens. Thus, eliminating essential pesticides is likely to increase cancer rates." (1995 
Broadway, 2nd Floor, New York, NY 10023) 

Different Drummers 

Our first commander-in-chief apparently had a different view of degenerate sexual 
behavior in the military than does our present President. The Howard Phillips Issues and 
Strategy Bulletin for March 31st reports an incident recorded in volume 11 of the bicentennial 
edition of The Writings of George Washington, published in 1934 by the U.S. Government 
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Printing Office. On March 10, 1778, a Lieutenant Enslin was "tried for attempting to commit 
sodomy with John Monhort a soldier," and was also tried "for Perjury in swearing to false 
Accounts...." He was "found guilty of the charges exhibited against him" and was sentenced "to 
be dismiss'd the service with Infamy. His Excellency the Commander in Chief approves the 
sentence and with Abhorrence and Detestation of such Infamous Crimes orders Lieut. Enslin to 
be drummed out of Camp tomorrow morning by all the Drummers and Fifers in the Army never 
to return .... "(9520 Bent Creek Lane, Vienna, VA 22182) 

Rethinking AIDS 

An increasing number of scientists are questioning the long-accepted claim that AIDS is 
caused by, and only by, the HIV virus. The Group for the Scientific Reappraisal of the 
HIV/AIDS Hypothesis was formed last year in the wake of unsuccessful efforts to have the 
following four-sentence letter published in a number of prominent scientific journals: 

It is widely believed by the general public that a retrovirus called HIV causes the group 

of diseases called AIDS. Many biomedical scientists now question this 

hypothesis. We propose that a thorough reappraisal of the existing evidence for 

and against this hypothesis be conducted by a suitable independent group. We 

further propose that critical epidemiological studies be devised and undertaken. 

The March 1993 issue of the Group's newsletter, Rethinking AIDS, lists more than 100 
signatories to that statement, including: Dr. Peter H. Duesberg, professor of molecular biology at 
the University of California-Berkeley; and Dr. Robert S. Root-Bernstein, associate professor of 
physiology at Michigan State University and author of Rethinking AIDS: The Tragic Cost of 
Premature Consensus. (2040 Polk Street, Suite 321, San Francisco, CA 94109) 

Tax Perk 

Money magazine recently surveyed members of the tax-writing House Ways and Means 
and Senate Finance Committees and discovered, as reported in its April 1993 issue, that 34 of the 
58 legislators pay professionals to do their taxes. Congressmen who do their own tax returns 
"can get all the first-rate advice they want -- free. They can consult either experts employed by 
Congress or the specialists in two offices that the Internal Revenue Service maintains on Capitol 
Hill from Feb. 1 to April 15 each year." 

Senators and representatives receive special treatment denied ordinary taxpayers at IRS 
field offices. The IRS will, for instance, review their returns for errors prior to mailing, a service 
for which the average CPA charges $150. A former chief counsel at the IRS told Money that the 
"IRS offices on the Hill are basically another perk, but the agency views them as a political 
necessity because Congress determines the IRS' budget and oversees its activities. Nobody is 
interested in alienating Congress." (Box 60001, Tampa, FL 33660) 

What Crisis? 

Writing in The American Spectator for May 1993, Fred Barnes, senior editor of The 
New Republic, challenges the notion that the U.S. is plagued by a health-care crisis. "It's a 
myth," Barnes contends, noting that if "millions of seriously ill Americans were being denied 
medical care, that would be a crisis. But that's not happening. Everyone gets health care in this 
country -- the poor, the uninsured, everyone." Barnes notes that turning away patients is not even 
an option. "Federal law (section 9121 of the Consolidated Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act 
of 1985) requires medical screening of everyone requesting care at a hospital emergency room. If 
treatment is needed, it must be provided. What this adds up to is ‘universal access' to health care 
in America..." 

There may not be enough primary care (regular doctor's visits) for many Americans. 
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Emergency rooms are often crowded. Health care may (or may not) be too costly. Nevertheless, 
"it's the best health care system in the world -not arguably the best, but the best. Its shortcomings 
can be remedied by tinkering, or at least by less-than-comprehensive changes," Barnes contends. 
"An overhaul of the sort Hillary Clinton envisions is not only unnecessary, it's certain to reduce, 
not expand, the amount of health care Americans receive .... Then we really will have a 
health-care crisis." (Box 549, Arlington, VA 22216) 


Exploiting the Waco Tragedy 

The Branch Davidian tragedy near Waco, Texas predictably spawned calls for additional 
gun controls that would further increase the ratio of firearms in government and criminal hands 
to those held by average, law-abiding Americans. In the early stages of the 51-day standoff, 
which culminated in the April 19th incineration of the compound and most of its inhabitants, 
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms (BATF) Director Stephen E. Higgins told reporters 
through a spokesman that "most other countries have a lot stronger firearms laws than we do, 
which is too bad." He endorsed the Brady waiting-period bill. At about the same time, former 
Housing and Urban Development Secretary Jack Kemp, who as a congressman consistently 
opposed gun control, endorsed a ban ("any way you can") on so-called "assault" weapons. And 
in Congress, such longtime anti-gun luminaries as Senator Howard Metzenbaum (D-OH) and 
Charles Schumer (D-NY) have called for additional gun curbs. 

It could take months or years to determine what actually happened at Waco, and why, but 
many Americans are already concluding that the problem was not too many guns, but an 
out-of-control government. Additional gun control laws can preclude such incidents in the future 
only if they are so draconian and all-encompassing that even the most ordinary citizen is 
disarmed. We must not allow this to happen! 

Surrender or Safety? 

Two news items appearing on the same page of the Washington Times for April 19th 
exemplify the contrast between the dream world of gun critics and the real world of those who 
depend on firearms for personal protection. One dispatch, datelined Denver, Colorado, reported 
that a "swap of guns for basketball tickets has taken 47 firearms off the streets .... "Hardly an 
arsenal, the trade included "an antique gun, some cheaply made handguns and a few that looked 
more like toys than weapons. One or two were broken." In one instance, however, a .38-calibre 
revolver was surrendered by a 20-year-old man in exchange for "a Denver Nuggets cap, T-shirt 
and tickets for two $18 seats to the upcoming game against the Phoenix Suns." Regarding the 
gun, he explained that he had gotten it for protection but had been convinced by an anti-gun 
sermon in church to turn it in. 

The second story, datelined Tulsa, Oklahoma, reported that when someone began 
pounding and shouting from the other side of his apartment door, 83-year-old John Henry 
threatened to call police, to which his unknown antagonist responded by yelling "I don't give a 
d--, I have a shotgun." Henry then "grabbed a handgun" and "crouched on his bedroom floor and 
called the police." Before officers could arrive, the assailant broke into the apartment, but when 
he opened the bedroom door Henry fired, mortally wounding the intruder and saving his own 
life, 

... Only Outlaws Will Have Guns 

Other recent national and international news items confirm the futility of using gun 

control laws to keep guns out of criminal hands, and the importance of firearms for self-defense: 
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* On April 12th, the Associated Press reported that the gun used to assassinate South 
African Communist Party leader Chris Hani a few days earlier was "a pistol stolen by right-wing 
white extremists from a military installation in 1990." 

¢ The Washington Times for April 6th reported that a "civilian employee of the 
Metropolitan Police Department was arraigned yesterday on charges he was the leader of a theft 
ring that sold confiscated weapons." The employee was accused of stealing and selling about 40 
firearms that had been confiscated by police and stored in a department warehouse. As noted by 
the Times, a "further inventory of the property division showed as many as thousands of guns 
could be missing." The Washington Post pegged the number at around 2,800, more than seven 
times as many guns as were traced from New York City to Virginia to trigger passage of 
Virginia's new one-handgun-per-month law. 

¢ On March 23rd the Washington Times reported, "Tough new security rules suddenly 
were put into effect yesterday for more than 1,200 White House volunteers after one of them 
came to work armed with an unloaded 9mm semiautomatic pistol and ammunition." The 
volunteer was charged with carrying a pistol without a license and possessing an unregistered 
firearm and ammunition, but was "released after persuading officials he meant Mr. Clinton no 
harm." A Secret Service spokesman told reporters that the man had "no legal right to be carrying 
a gun in the District of Columbia." 

* In Tempe, Arizona, Kim McCormack, his fiancée, and his 14-month-old daughter were 
involved in a traffic altercation with a car full of youths on April 6th. The youths then drove 
alongside McCormack's pickup truck and sprayed the vehicle with seven to ten shots. One bullet 
grazed McCormack's arm, another grazed his fiancée's face, and yet another struck the baby in 
the arm. Fortunately, both McCormack and his fiancée were armed. They pulled out their pistols 
and fired back. It was not known if any of the assailants were hit (they promptly fled), but 
McCormack later told reporters that there was "no question in my mind that I and my baby and 
my fiancée would all be dead if we hadn't been able to defend ourselves." 

NRA Flourishing 

In early April, membership in the National Rifle Association (NRA) rocketed past the 
three million mark to an all-time high. Neal Knox, head of the Maryland-based Firearms 
Coalition, observes that "in its more determined efforts to defend the Second Amendment to the 
Bill of Rights, the 122-year-old NRA has added more members in the last 22 months than the 
total membership of the NAACP [National Association for the Advancement of Colored People], 
which is the world's second largest, and second oldest civil rights organization." The NAACP 
currently has around 500,000 members. 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


CULTURAL CURRENTS The "Gay" Cultural 


Explosion 

According to communist theoretician Antonio Gramsci, the socialist seizure of a nation is 
best accomplished through the transformation of cultural mores, institutions, and values rather 
than through the imposition of direct tyranny. The suddenly ubiquitous homosexual lobby 
apparently is well-versed in such strategy. 

The comic pages of American newspapers have recently been used to proselyte on behalf 
of the homosexual lobby. For Better or for Worse, a family-oriented" comic strip created by 
Canadian Lynn Johnson and published in 1,400 newspapers, recently presented a storyline 
involving a "gay" 17-year-old who "comes out" to his friends and family. Predictably, the teen's 
best friend is unsettled by the disclosure, his mother is convinced that she has somehow failed, 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


and his father angrily throws him out of the house. 

The teenager is depicted as a sober, intelligent, sensible young man who just "happens" to 
be homosexual; the comic naturally avoids the gamier aspects of the "gay" culture. Fifty 
newspapers requested that Universal Press Syndicate, which distributes the strip, send a 
temporary replacement; another 19 papers canceled their subscriptions to the strip. Thomas 
Mitchell, editor of the Las Vegas Review-Journal, explained that his paper dropped the strip 
because "it was condoning homosexuality almost to the point of advocacy." In any case, the strip 
ran in over 1,300 papers and the controversy created a publicity windfall for pro-homosexual 
groups. 

Comic Propaganda 

The For Better or for Worse comic strip is hardly the only pro-homosexual work aimed 
at the youth. In a January 1992 edition of the Marvel Comic series Alpha Flight, the superhero 
Northstar "came out." This took place in a storyline involving Northstar's rescue of an 
AIDS-afflicted infant; it is typical for the homosexual lobby to capitalize on the sympathy of the 
public for innocent AIDS victims. In the comic Northstar declared, "Silence equals death" -- 
exposing his adolescent audience to the battle slogan of the militant homosexual group ACT-UP. 

In June of this year, Lightning Comics will debut a comic book featuring Bloodfire, a 
character described as having "superhuman strength, speed, endurance and the HIV virus." 
Strangely enough, the superhero's alter ego, Brian Reace, is depicted in the storyline as a Marine 
who was wounded in combat and received HIV during a blood transfusion -- an altogether 
plausible scenario given the push to open the military to practicing homosexuals. 

Computer games have become a favored medium for the political indoctrination of youth. 
Raya Systems has recently produced a game entitled The AIDS Avenger! with the slogan, "Fight 
Fear and Ignorance in the HIV Prevention Game." In the game, which is designed for use by 
children aged ten years and older, players advance by "correcting misconceptions about AIDS" 
and doing battle with the game's villains -- "fear, ignorance and apathy." (Three more authentic 
villains would be "selfishness, immorality, and promiscuity.") 

Television Offerings 

The most prominent and influential instrument of mass culture remains (regrettably) 
prime-time television. The critically acclaimed program Picket Fences depicts the life of a 
small-town sheriff and his family; the program's April 29th episode dealt with the sexual 
curiosity of teenage daughter Kimberly, who kisses her closest female friend during a sleep-over. 
The episode was offered as an examination of supposedly restrictive sexual standards and 
parental "hysteria." Not surprisingly, David Kelley, the program's producer, choreographed a 
similar situation between two female television lawyers when he was producer of LA Law. 

On January 26th, NBC presented a Maria Shriver "documentary" entitled The Gay '90s: 
Sex, Power and Influence. Prior to the broadcast, Shriver had explained that the homosexual 
"rights" movement "has someone in the White House who is politically hip. And it's not OK to 
be homophobic any more." The program concluded with Shriver inviting the traditionalist side of 
the Culture War to surrender: "Gays are on the verge of getting much of what they want ... there 
is a momentum that may not be able to be stopped." 

Regarding AIDS, Shriver sniffled, "Thousands died while heterosexual America tried to 
look away." This is patently untrue, given the disproportionate attention and funding devoted to 
AIDS in the last decade. (The Centers for Disease Control estimates that between 1992 and 1994 
196,000 will die because of AIDS, 2.7 million will die from heart disease, and 1.5 million will 
die from cancer.) Shriver informed her audience, "The AIDS epidemic has scared most gays into 
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safe sex and a desire for monogamy." This claim is impossible to sustain in view of a January 
11th Newsweek story documenting the blatant promiscuity of the younger portion of the 
homosexual "community." 

Shriver also triumphantly announced, "Gays and lesbians are redefining the American 
family." This redefinition includes the sexual "emancipation" of children, which is the objective 
of much of the pro-homosexual agitprop inundating popular culture (including Shriver's own 
program). 

In tone and content, Shriver's program was directed at the MTV audience. Homosexual 
propaganda is now a staple of MTV "news" specials, series, and documentaries. An increasing 
percentage of rock videos feature not only androgyny but undisguised "same-sex" encounters. 

Others have hastily fallen in behind MTV: The Fox television program Melrose Place 
features an openly "gay" character, as does Roseanne. Sixty PBS affiliates are broadcasting, with 
taxpayer assistance, In the Life, the first series devoted entirely to "gay" life. Homosexual 
playwright and activist Harvey Fierstein has been given a contract by CBS to produce and star in 
a pilot for his own sitcom, which will be broadcast this summer or fall. 

The recent movie The Crying Game featured a homosexual/transvestite subplot that was 
transformed into a major selling point through a coy advertising campaign; the movie earned an 
Oscar nomination and $54 million at the box office. A more recent release entitled Three of 
Hearts has been described by one critic as "a menage a trois with a distinctively '90s twist." The 
film's "love" triangle consists of a male "call-boy" who becomes involved with a bisexual 
woman and her lesbian "lover." 

Year of the "Gay"? 

But this agitprop menu represents a mere warm-up for 1994, which, in the assessment of 
journalist Andrew Kopkind, "looks to be a year-long gay culture fest." Next year will be the 25th 
anniversary of the Stonewall Riots the homosexual Bastille Day -- and will see the release of 
several major pro-homosexual film works, including a biography of Harvey Milk directed by 
Oliver Stone. 

Many advertising agencies have targeted the "gay" market, and many that do not have 
dabbled in "homo-erotic" advertising copy. (Ironically, this trend was first documented in a 
critical 1988 article by journalist Andrew Sullivan in The New Republic. That article angered the 
homosexual lobby, which eventually forced Sullivan to write a contrite letter of apology.) The 
April 23, 1993 USA Today observed, "At the same time marketers are going after gay 
consumers, gay imagery is spreading into mainstream advertising. Androgyny and sexual 
ambiguity are all over fashion and liquor ads...." 

Those most frequently targeted for advertising are teenagers, who control most 
recreational spending. Teens are also hypersensitive to cultural signals and susceptible to peer 
pressure. The cultural envelopment practiced by the homosexual lobby is ultimately directed at 
the youth. This was recently confirmed by Village Voice columnist Donna Minkowitz, a lesbian 
activist, who has written in defense of the concept of homosexual "recruiting." Minkowitz 
speculates, "Maybe kids could try on different forms of sexuality, as they now try on musical 
styles, career choices, and haircuts." Thus homosexuality, regarded by every healthy society in 
history as a crime against nature, has evolved into a fashion statement. 

-- WILLIAM NORMAN GRIGG 


CORRECTION, PLEASE! 


ANC Not Moderate 
ITEM: /n an article about the assassination of Chris Hani, Newsweek magazine for April 19th 
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reported, "A rising star of the mainstream African National Congress, [Hani] also helped to pull 
the South African Communist Party out of its doldrums, accepting the role of general secretary 
when the party had nowhere else to turn." 

CORRECTION: Newsweek did not explain how a rising star of a "mainstream" organization 
could also be the head of a Communist Party organization. Presumably a mainstream 
organization would have absolutely nothing to do with communists, but such is not the case with 
the African National Congress (ANC). 

In 1982 the U.S. Senate Subcommittee on Security and Terrorism investigated 
communist involvement in fomenting terrorism in Southern Africa. The subcommittee found that 
at least 11 of the 22-member National Executive Committee of the ANC were also members of 
the South African Communist Party (SACP). Bartholomew Hlapane, a former leader of both the 
ANC and SACP, testified before the subcommittee, "No major decision could be taken by the 
ANC without the concurrence and approval of the Central Committee of the South African 
Communist Party." Nine months after his testimony, Hlapane and his wife were executed by an 
assassin wielding a Soviet-made AK-47. 

Chris Hani joined the guerrilla wing of the ANC, known as Spear of the Nation, in 1962 
and became its chief of staff in 1987. The following year a U.S. government publication entitled 
Terrorist Group Profiles listed the ANC as a terrorist organization. In 1991, Hani, the top ANC 
military leader, became the general secretary of the SACP, reinforcing the long-standing ties 
between the two organizations. 

The interconnection between the ANC and the SACP was also apparent at Hani's funeral 
ceremony: Hani's coffin was draped in the flags of the Communist Party and the ANC; the 
speakers included ANC leader Nelson Mandela and SACP Chairman Joe Slovo; and a tribute 
from Cuban dictator Fidel Castro was read. 

If Newsweek magazine considers the ANC to be a "mainstream" organization, one must 
question whether or not that publication considers the Communist Party to be "mainstream" as 
well. 

Clinton Invitation Not a First 

ITEM: Anz article in the April 17th New York Times about President Clinton's decision not to 
attend the homosexual march on Washington began, "President Clinton met with leaders of gay 
and lesbian groups [on April 16th], the first time that such groups have been openly welcomed to 
the Oval Office. He told them he would not attend their march on Washington next weekend but 
would participate in it, possibly by way of a television satellite." 

One of the participants in the meeting was Torie Osborn, executive director of the 
National Gay and Lesbian Task Force. "It was a great meeting, it was a wonderful meeting," the 
Times article quoted Osborn as saying. "Instead of being awed, it came home to me what a friend 
we had in the White House." 

CORRECTION: There is no doubt that the homosexual lobby has a friend in the White 
House. But this meeting was not the historic first that the Times portrayed it to be. 

The Times failed to mention that on April 23, 1990 President George Bush invited more 
than 20 homosexuals to the White House for the signing of the Hate Crimes Statistics Act. That 
bill required the federal government to keep records on crimes presumably motivated by racial, 
ethnic, or sexual prejudice. It was viewed as landmark legislation by the homosexual lobby 
because it wrote sexual orientation into federal law for the first time. Robert Bray of the National 
Gay and Lesbian Task Force said of President Bush's invitation, "We were stunned. No 
President has ever invited a group of gay and lesbian activists to the White House." 
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Senator William Armstrong (R-CO) was also stunned. Three days after the meeting, he 
sent a strongly worded letter to President Bush: 

Your power to grant or withhold recognition is enormously influential. So it is very hard 

to understand why you would choose to exercise this power in a way that honors 

or legitimatizes those who advocate aberrant behavior as a valid alternative 

lifestyle. 

Homosexuality has long been recognized as anti-social and destructive. 

Inviting such groups to the White House gives them a status they have never 

previously achieved and undermines the pastors, teachers, youth workers, and 

others who are trying to hold the line against immorality .... 

Mr. President, what it comes down to is this: Since the office you hold is a 

"bully pulpit," it makes a huge difference whom you invite to share that pulpit 

with you. Such groups should never be given official recognition by your office 

any more than you would give such status to the Ku Klux Klan or similar 

extremist groups. 

Mr. Bush's historic invitation to sexual deviates in 1990 does not make Mr. Clinton's 
recent White House invitation any less appalling. Nevertheless, the earlier event reminds us that, 
instead of reversing his predecessor's policies on homosexual "rights," Mr. Clinton is in actuality 
proceeding in much the same direction, albeit at a faster pace. 

-- GARY BENOIT 


Trial by the Mob 

Roman historian Livy, who lived in the last century before Christ, described the ancient 
Roman Republic as a "free nation, governed by annually elected officers of state and subject not 
to the caprice of individual men, but to the overriding authority of law." Unfortunately, even in 
its Republican youth the Roman population was inclined to "set sail on the stormy seas of 
democratic politics, swayed by the gusts of popular eloquence." Class antagonisms between 
plebeians and patricians offered opportunities to demagogues and led to occasional abuses of the 
Roman judicial system. 

Livy recounts the story of Caeso Quinctius, "a champion of the patrician cause," who 
effectively battled the mob. Roman politics were always volatile; by standing athwart the radical 
ambitions of the mob and the Tribunate, Caeso earned a criminal indictment. 

A Tribune named Aulus Verginius was Caeso's chief adversary. Predictably, Verginius 
was adept at mob politics. According to Livy, as Caeso's trial approached Verginius persuaded 
the mob that "liberty depended upon Caeso's being found guilty." The trial was to take place in 
an atmosphere of organized hostility; the verdict was never in doubt. Accordingly, Caeso fled 
into exile, depriving Rome of a valuable citizen and war hero. 

Drawing a Comparison 

In the political melodrama surrounding the "Rodney King incident," many figures 
contended for the role of Verginius -- the mob's designated accuser. Immediately after the first 
"not guilty" verdict, Los Angeles Mayor Tom Bradley declared, "I was stunned. I was shocked. I 
was outraged. I was speechless when I heard that verdict. Today this jury told the world that 
what we all saw with our own eyes was not a crime." 

While LA burned, the CNN Larry King Live program provided a platform for Michael R. 
McGee, an organizer of the Black Panther militia and a former alderman in Milwaukee. McGee 
has used the threat of mob violence in seeking political "reforms" in Milwaukee. On the Larry 
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King show McGee promised that the LA riot was just a foretaste of future "insurrections." 

But the verdict in the second trial was not the only matter in which threats of rioting have 
been used. Representative Harold Ford (D-TN) was recently acquitted of bank and mail fraud. 
That acquittal, like the LA convictions, could have been influenced by duress. Memphis Lawyer 
Bucky Wellford remarked, "A lot of whites who believe Ford [who is black] was guilty will tell 
you that they are relieved he was acquitted. They just didn't want riots and racial polarization." 

Those burdened with such concerns were not alarmists, but careful observers. The 
Reverend Samuel Billy Kyles, a Memphis "civil rights" activist, had threatened a riot from a 
"frustrated black community" if Ford were convicted. After the acquittal, Kyles coyly remarked, 
"I just wanted people to understand that the tension was there and all that is needed is a 
triggering mechanism." Kyles believes that rioting is a form of "civil disobedience" and that "the 
justice system has not been on our side and we may have to do more of this sort of thing" -- 
namely, use the threat of mob violence to preempt jury decisions. 

Jury verdicts are not the only constitutional process being distorted by mob extortion. 
During the debate over President Clinton's "stimulus package," Senate Majority Leader George 
Mitchell (D-ME) insisted that the measure was of crucial importance to the inner cities. He 
accused the Republicans of indifference regarding urban unemployment and threatened that 
defeat of the measure would precipitate a "long hot summer" of inner-city riots. 

Following the successful Republican filibuster, USA Today columnist Barbara Reynolds 
accused the GOP of holding American cities "hostage" and intimated that more rioting is in the 
offing: "Most of the nation heard the message of injustice from the L.A. rebellion. But not the 
Republicans. Apparently, a more disciplined and sustained message is needed to communicate 
dismay about jobs and economic mobility." 

A Warning From History 

Once again, ancient parallels suggest themselves. Demagogues in ancient Rome 
frequently used what Livy referred to as the "goad of agricultural reform" -- essentially 
redistribution of property -- to rile the mob and thus induce pressure on behalf of centralizing 
"reforms." Livy observed that eventually pressure for reform grew to be so intense that "302 
years after the foundation of Rome the form of government was for the second time changed; 
once power had passed from kings to consuls, now it passed from consuls to Decemvirs" -- the 
latter being a "board of ten who were not subject to appeal." 

Apptus, the "leading spirit" of the Decemvirs, was a patrician who obtained his influence 
by playing upon the envy of the mob. Like Mr. Clinton, Appius was adept at projecting an image 
of humility and empathy. Further, noted Livy, "He blackened [slandered] the character of the 
nobility [and] sang the praises of all the most socially disreputable figures," thus inflaming class 
antagonisms. But even as Appius and the Decemvirs ingratiated themselves with the commons, 
"plans for getting into their hands absolute and irresponsible power were secretly matured." 

On the day the Decemvirs formally assumed office, there was what Livy called a 
"terrifying revelation": "The Forum was crowded with Lictors [special police], a hundred and 
twenty of them ... they carried axes bound up with their rods, an ominous sign which was taken 
as emphasizing the fact that there was no right of appeal." The Decemvirs were to rule in 
perpetuity through collusion and terror. According to Livy, "If anyone in the Senate or the streets 
spoke a word for liberty, the rods and axes would promptly be made ready, if only to teach the 
rest a bitter 

lesson." 
That reign of terror was not permanent, but Rome did eventually lose her Republican 
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liberty. Mob intimidation and class warfare played significant roles in that tragedy -- a tragedy 
America may soon mimic. 
-- WILLIAM NORMAN GRIGG 


PUBLISHER'S PAGE The Waco 


Massacre 


John F. McManus 


In 1976, liberal Attorney General Edward Levi emasculated the nation's traditional 
method of protecting itself from terrorism: He put an end to the federal government's 
intelligence-gathering capability. No longer were FBI agents able to investigate and collect data 
about potential subversives. Henceforth, they could conduct investigations only after a federal 
crime had been committed or was about to be committed. 

Also, whenever intelligence gathering was undertaken, it had to be completed within 90 
days and the information compiled had to be made available upon request to the individuals or 
groups under scrutiny. 

As a result of Levi's directives, there is no longer any counter-subversive intelligence 
gathering in the United States. Enemies of our nation are virtually free to plan and carry out 
terrorist acts with little worry about being watched during their preparations. With the nation's 
incredibly porous borders our government refuses to close, the American people are left naked to 
attack. 

A Sharp Contrast 

Consider on the other hand the case of a religious group with nontraditional ideas holed 
up in its compound near Waco, Texas. Although the members had bothered no one, on February 
28th more then 100 agents led by the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms (BATF) carried 
out an armed raid for the purpose of arresting cult members for alleged possession of illegal 
firearms. 

A fierce gun battle left four BATF agents and several cult members dead. Obviously, a 
mere allegation about possible possession of weapons is a far more serious crime in the eyes of 
officialdom than plotting terrorism, espionage, or some other form of mayhem. 

The point cannot be stressed too finely: Religious oddballs who might have possessed 
some banned weapons -- but who never used them and claimed only to have them for 
self-defense -- were considered more dangerous than subversives whose terrorist designs can be 
predicted by anyone. The retention of government power by individuals who believe their rule 
might be threatened has become the new and primary concern. 

Not content with the fatal raid on the cult compound in February, and not satisfied to 
surround the cult's compound and wait until its inhabitants ran out of food and other necessities, 
the Justice Department launched a tear-gas attack on April 19th that ended with the deaths of 
nearly 90 persons. 

There was no need for the initial attack on the cult. Any federal agent could have found 
cult leader David Koresh during one of his frequent visits to Waco. While viewed by local 
citizens as a religious fanatic, he was no threat at all to law-abiding Americans but, as the weeks 
of the February-to-April standoff rolled by, he became an increasing threat to the tough images 
of the BATF and the FBI. 

Cost of Impatience 

The government never considered just pulling back and doing nothing, Attorney General 

Janet Reno claimed. Then what forced the decision to bring the incident to its deadly close? 
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Reno and other federal officials in Washington said that the Justice Department was 
simply out of patience. They had been embarrassed before the nation, and they were tired of the 
waiting game they had been forced to play. 

The New York Times editorialized, "The hard lesson is that patience and determination 
does not cost lives, but impatience does." The Boston Herald wondered if "crazies inside the 
cultist's compound" were not "surrounded by crazies on the outside." 

What this incident demonstrates is that government power is aimed at the wrong targets. 
It should be protecting the borders, keeping watch over potential terrorists, and policing itself. 
The horror seen on the nation's television screens on April 19th was frightening in several ways. 
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